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PREFACE

-
"

.
-

This report derives from a rs y commissioned by the Office of Research

Manhgement Imkroliement of the .tional Science Foundation (Grant Number

NM 3930) and initiated on July , 1973. It was preparedwith the counsel and

active participation of 0 ,

HerscherW. Leibowitz, ProfessOrfof Psydhology

Archie JrMcDonnell, Associate Professor of Civil Engineering ,

Richard.P. Parizek, Professor Of Geology-

° 'Stuart.Patton,,Evan Pugh Professor,of Agr'ic'ulture

' Philip S. Skell, Evan,Pugh ProfesSor ofThemistry
.

all of,the-PennsylVania StateUniversity. Participating. also -in advigory

capacities werd
.

. .
.

G. Lester Anderson, Diirector, Center for'the'Study 'of Higher Education

A

James B. Bartool Dean of the Graduate School

RichareC.,Cunningham,:Vice President for,Regearch and Graduate Studies

Stanley d. Ikenbetry, Senior Vice President for Development

The staff of the study consisted of

William E. Tdombs, Assistant Director, Center for the Study of Higher
Education

- Renee Friedman, Center -for the Study of Higher Education

, ../ c
7

Henry W. Sams, Agsociate Dean for Program
-

Review' and tvaluatiol, the

. Graduate School 'kPrinciPal:InVestigator).
C

-The primary objective.df the Study was tolUdentifyand define guidelines

'
\ ,

for the appraital of research in all fields represented at the University:

a Y
'. . 0 ,... e

.

Statements sufficiently concise and prescriptive to warrant the title "handbook2
' 3, ,

4 .

were td,looe sought. However, the.determination was also made to reject hypothetical

,-- .

sets of criteria knd to report exclusively those judgmental procedures and
.... .

. .,
'1-4,4, ,. 1

--.

I

- .
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principles which can be (*served in actual practice., For these purposes, the

.

effective investigative,tactic proved to be interviews whith were summarized
t

. .. .

,

,.. in protocols, reviewed, and revised; correspondence on selected working paperg;
--'

. :' , :. .

)dr4fting, review, and revision. It was necessary to inquire into cenceis

of adMinistrative decision at'several levels and through the full range of

I

subject - matter divisions of the univers)ty. , The process might'be described

as tha't of.tracing the evaluative circuitry of an institution;-'and of comparing
,

it where comparisons prove feasible with that of other universities rand of
,

research agencies exCernal to the universities.

'

'or

c
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Information simmary:
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Principal investigator: Henry W. Sams

Grant number: NM39530
a
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at a University
0

Startingdate: it:1y 1, 1973 s
. *

Brief description of project and results: Astudy.of evaluation within
universities of researc4,,in its proposal, project, and publi-,

cation stages, of the agencies by which judgments/ are made,
of relationships among these agencies, of criteria,which '

pertain, and of the effective sanctions.
. (

List of publications: One hundred copieb of the report have been ordered
by the. Vice Presiftnt.for Research aidsGraduate Study of The
Pennsylvania State University for usl in briefing .reviewing
teams organiied by his 'office for thE appraisal of various

research programs. The effectiveness or lack of effectiveness .
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\
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L reproduction can be met.

- ..
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persas whose-partqcipation in its preparation was of a, .
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i
within Penn State University is mentioned under publications
above, and further.applications of the study are expected to
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INTRODUCTION

7

This s a study of universities, typically of a university, with regard

primarily to their participation in and support of research in all fields.
r

The procedure is descriptive. The investigators have undertaken to evoke

.

'from persons actively engaged in research within the university their sense of

the conditions opportunities, dnd'sanCtions which affect them. In so far
1

as possible their emphases are retained in the r4ort, and their, own language.

/
.

Their names are retained also. In the interest of authenticity they must

have opportunity to check the ways in which they have been interpreted, and

to testify further if questions arise The policy of the study is t6 explore

the university itself - the procedures, patterns, and attitudes which are

effective within it - and to assume as "given" thelatger societal matrik. For

this purpose direct representation of the facts as they appear to research-oriented

faculty members affords the best available Procedure. A

-

SOme ordering and arrangement is necessary, of course,' The sequence whin
o

JT,been adopted is the one which appears to be least vulnerable to 'distortion.

1,/It begins with a survey of the formally organized meanto evaluative judgments

of research. These are not the substantive judgments of research itself.

New knowledge can be only indirectly a product of administrative decision. These

are th operational judgments by which the instrumentalities of research, the
4.

facultieS and facilities of the university, are formed and deVeloped, They

pertain to the acquisition afid.allocation of resources.

It is with reference to resources that one of the principal limitations.

of this ipve'stigative procedure appeart: the availability of resources is not
__.

.

ia matter for n en universityiity d etermination. Academlc scientists and other

researchers exert some influence on -the shape of the total market" for new

a 10
*.



knowledge, both by direct participatiOn and by the impact of their work. But

other agencies hold,greater powers - agencies of government, industry, finance,

and health. To decline responsibility for study of these agencies is not to

'question or depreciate their $influence or the appropriateness of their

influence. They are there. They have received extensive notice in the.literat r

. .

of the pa t two decades. Jerome Weisner's Where Science and Politics Meet (11}65)

. _

may be cit d as exemplary of a,discussion which is
.

here deliberately set aside,

'not in the spirit of contradiction, 1)t in confidence that it is receiving,

adequate attention elsewhere.

The subject to be explored is a range of operational decisions - namely

those pertaining to research

the universities themselves.

- which regularly fall within thecompetence of

Universities have the. capacity and prerogative

, .

for definitive decision in some dimensions of their activities: They' are also

1

subject to effective-contraints derived not only from society at large but also

from their own essential structure: Soma clarification of these capacities

and constraints it the principal objective of this study, which consists of

thlree.gatherings of material, "Chapters," asfollows:

The first chipter is entitled "Academic Evaluative Prpcedures and their

RelatiOn to the CoAduct,of Research.." It contains a specification of five ways'

of making-judgnientsith which faculties are routinely concerned, and iilltration
, .

. ,,-.-..,
.

N

oCthem in practice. No a degree the division of the chapter is artificial, a, ,.

5,
a

, .

.

product of expository necessity., The 'elements of it are demonstrably real.
.

. . ,

'

,Representation of them in terms of formal procedures. s somewhat misleading,
.

for judgments are frequently effected within the ordinal.); Administrative operations

.4
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-

f department or,college without recourse to distinct evaluative agencies.

Jedgnients are not glways labelled "judgments." Any, record ofnegatiVe decisions
0

is by its nature incotplete. ,Appeinttents that were not made or were .not
. .

-

:,
continued, research proposals that were not completed or sent forward, projects

that failed to prove out and were abandoned do not figure. prominently in

institutional histories. Formally instituted evaluiti!Ve procedures, represent
S./

only partially the evaluative functions charadteriStic,of ufiiversitieSr 'With

., - ..?...
regard to research,, they might appear inadequate ?f they were not sustained

by other organizational structures within the university. These structures
-

determine the nature of the second and third chapters of the study.

The second chapter:is entitled "Collegial Organization,and Research." It

is concerned With the dimension of university structurg..thought- of "as "regresSive,"

"parochial," and tyrannicar,by those who are at oddswith is, and as "fundamental,"
,

"responsible," and "dAsciplinary" by those who are not. The procedure used in
.

cthis attempt to ,characterize the o
t . .,

as possible the responsibfities,s.activit
. -

as been to report as a'ecurately-

es, and problems of administrative

officers charged' xplipitly witb'the condUc orresearch within the several

colleges of the alhiversity. These.offIcers are entitled "Associateor "Assistant"
, , ,;

/

Deans, or "Direccte forresearth. Their responsibilities pio not extend to

continuing education and instruction, although some ofthem take activepart

,inthe conduct especiipy of, graduateinstruction°. Their positions constitute the
f

most immediate administrative involvement in research. that is practicable ihOrt of

'assuming- responsibility for title...substantive issues of detailed research projects-,
.

1 '

°

u
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S,

s
---,Although the colleges and departments are ansiAcuous salientsof.administrative

.

t
4'

au hority.in the:university, they arOoLthe fixed and uniform agencies of' ,, r
s

.
;

.

hi archy that they are sometimes taken to be Within'the UniVersitiel)Pressurgs

-

fo -redefinition, development, and change are constantly present and occasionally
. , .

r
, -

, . .

intense. The language by which these pressures can be most clearly represented
, . ,

,

.
derives, from diperience With'institutes, centers, laboratories;' and other less

I I I

formally absignated,aggregates of.iesearch capacity which occur frequently on-c:

University campuses teroughout'the zouatry.

The ehitd chapter is addressed to this experience. Interdisciplinary,

intercollegial, interdepartmental research involving persons identified with a

variety of administrative organizat ons and of intellectuafsciplines is

undertaken and maintained in more r less, uneasy'equilibrium with departiental

and collegial entities. In a seper, the relafidnship constitutesan additional

and more comprehensive evaluative function,-for it requires judgments at every

. level-of academic. concern,. from high-level institutional policy andresOurte
,

allocation to the individual acientist!s appropriation of his Working hours

and the graduate student's selection of a dissertation .topic and director.

Emergence-of a new interdisciplinary emphasis can lead_.to ;any of three

ultimate deivelopments:

1: The creation of a new, academic administrative agency of whatevei--

magnitude and degree of independence thecircumstancea require,

2. Modification of existing departments-or:colleges to.accommodate

new. purposes, witivappropriatios of time and facilities'deriVed

eith'er.from reduction of pld fictivities,or,from. the creation of

.new resources. .

3.) Failure of:the emphasis to generateenergy and interest tothe
degree required to mod4fy 'existing structures.

wi
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There is a natural tendency for individuals to generalize issues of this

kind and to recommend at one time .that more new Ideas ought to succeed, and\

.
at another time to complain that publ c urgency is'geiting in.theomy of

')proved-knowl edge, In a similar spiri novelists may sometimes be moved to
J

. .
say that-people ought to read more novels, and pianists that-peoPle ought to

I
go to more recitals, but the novelist's basic concern Is for his own book, and

6

-,t the pianist's for his own music. In the same way every revision of the structure
,..

,,,- .
,

.

And activity of a:univerityy involves resolution of the particular 'question

at issue, in its own terms andson'its'own merits. lidw this process works is

.

.
; 1

,/feflected in
.

the attitudes.of faculty members con fronted by the general question

.
.

of continuity and change in relation td their own fields of specianterest.
t 1

. . s
_____

The third chapter, entitled "Institutes, Centers, and ExtrS-Collegial Laboratories

as Agencies of University Research" provides a medium through which these faculty

Attitudes can be projected.

tome efforts in the direction of generalizing the study, of including within

it commensurate materials from a number of universities,/ have been made. How

many samples would be needed in order to give the observations which are made
t.

genuine,validity,for American higher edudation in the large is problematical.
.4#

What has been done here suggests that the sample need not4be very much increas d.

Thole are marked re4emblenCes. The record of intqrviews on two major campu
.

and of a survey of publications collected from forty-six campuses are inc uded
S

in Appendices to which reference is made where significant differences or

similarities are apparent3 Exhaustive development of this beginnin .might
. .

?ossibly produce results pf value, tut it lies beYond the compete to of this

survey.

.41
The descriptive, photographic point of view from'which this study has been

made tends to result in a view of thingg-as they are, or s they are understood

14.
t

1



'to be by the people involved in them. Insofar as such a study suggests

tril

° arguments or recomme ciations, the argument inevitably supports the status quo.
,

The topic.it someti es referred to as "the Keokuk argument" - this is the way

we,do it in Keokuk; therefore, this is the way it ought to be done.

But the study is not designed to function argumentatively..

present the "givens" ofthe university as an instrument of research. By.the. 1

essays to

way, it provides some indicati on of the impact on universities of the thirty

years since research itself achieved large-scale institutionalization.. Beyond

this study lies a longer and much more difficult task, that of using the univer-
.

sities to improve the'scientific and intellectual powerg of a society which.

appears at times to value thege powers highly and fat other times to value them

not at all.., Similarly the universities appear at some points inattentive to

.
societal interests, and at others available for assignment to almost any%

'activity that seems likely to win public notice and support.
I°

A philosophical matrix into which all the forms, ideas, operations, and

purposes of intellectual inquiry fit neatly and rationally is not readily or

9

consistently available. Like the society of which they are parts, the universities,,

all of them, are eclectic to a

4, ,
itheir re-ordering are'n gobd

degree somewhat short of,chaos.,'Suggestions for

igupply. Agreement on any= one suggestion, or on

, .

somewhat harder to come ,by,4 al:though, adjustmentsany one set bf suggestions, is

in large-scale and in small 'are constantly in process.

Among these adjustments is-a tentative' cceptance of the principle that

research, together' with the performance of students in the course of their

education,'is subject to methodical sappraisarand to thtapplication of whatever

Sanctions are justified and practicable. Appraisal, however., implies standards; _

and methodical appraisa,1 implies that standards should be uniformly and equitably
, ....

applied. This is dpoint of difficulty - not because the university is without

standards, but because it has many. Criteria are mOrereadily defined than

.

,15



° systematized. For example, every research project may reasonably be expected

to prove itself valuable either

1. Economically, by contributing more than its own costs to society
in the form of goods and services, ax

Fiscally,'by winning support in the form 6f grants or contracts, r

3. Ethically, by demonstrating $itality and\deft4iXon of purpose on
the peXI of he. 4searchers,'!or

4. Productively, by making new information of significance available;
usually through publicatto4s, to an appropriate clientele, or

5., Professionally, by clarifying the 'researcher's status in his field
and thereby contributing to the definition of one of the hierarchies
of intellectual authority, or.

6. Competitively, by impact evidenced through strong response - citations,
invitations to lecture, hohors, the Nobel Prize, or

O

7:- Methodologically, by demonstrating virtuosity in the use of complex
investigative ptocedure, by refining such-procedures, and developing
new ones, or

8. Educationalli,,by

a. ,demonstrating the researc'her's authority to/teach, or
b, expending and re-ordering the range and structure Of uhderetandings

available to be taught, or
. contributing to the capacity of student to continue and, expand

programs 'of investigation, or
. attracting'new stUdents and faculty morn ers of superior talents, or

'el giving visibility and authority toh ihstitution or to an agency
within

oz
All of these criteria have validity, bu17 they do not all apply with equal force

or .in all circumstances. For example, the compiling of a dependable dictionary

of Middle English invited` application ofd terms in the =list above that are

different Proi thode7WhiaWOuld apply `to devising a new system for disposing of

urban sewage. In spite of the disp city of any two.such undertakings in terms

' of the criteria which pertain to/ their evaluation, a university may assign to

iil* -
both the dverriding values of. quality and utility when. they meet their respective

sets of standards, and regard bath as esteatial elements in the comprehensive

scheme of academic research and instruction.
.

,
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What criteria apply,in-any particular situation, and by
.

whom they are

applied, are queseionswhich require examination on an operational level.

-Rationalized sets'of categories and objectives are interesting, but theyare

too'broad for particular,discrimination between research of the first and research
'%! .

,

of a lower order of priority. The university improves upon the condition of.'

ordinary stubbornness in that it tias many minds of its own.' How these minds

'propOse to work together without radical disunification is not a new story;

although it is constantly changing: The story indicates ways io which a great

many judgments are made,'and are Made effective, and for that reason materials

for retelling it are here assembled:

8

.S
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Academic EvaluatiVe'rr"Ocedures

and their
-

Rel4tion to the Conduct of Research

o ,

"I cannot read an aCcount,like:this, which'is full of
the false starts and. ignored leads so typical of a
passionately important acientific,quest, without anxiety
at the evanescence of some of the most important evidence:
a remembered scrap of con'versa'tion, notes scribbled on
the back of a haphazardly-preserved program of a scientific
meeting."

- Victor McElheny n a review of The Path to Ole Double !

Helix, by Robert Olby. NYT.Book'Review, March 16,. 1975,
p. 23. '

I.

'

ti
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Intro;uction

'JOloth the wise direction of inquiry, lest the

energies available to it be eapped by piptentious
'novelty, and the Wholehearted support-of genuine,

. innovation--as well. as wise -judgment asto which
is which--depend upon understa ding explicitly
what the causes of grofth are:

7

The first requirement f,pr sound judgment of the'quality and value of

research is that the judge be at least one degree-superior in knowledge and.

understanding to the researcher whdse work he appraises. This being true,

there are sometimes and fgr limited periods of time extraordinarily gifted

and fortunate persons for whom no fully qualified 'critic can be supplied.
.\ 4

. . .

Even so, and even for these few, judgment, appraisal,:.. or. evaluation is a
we ,

....

.,' constant aid indispensable element in the daily experience of those who search
-z.

. .
for new knowledge. Judgment is. the means by which understanding' is Confirmed

,

and disseminated. .Understanding,,and appraisal are aspects of the same event.

Encounter-with a new idea implies the question whether it is a right idea, or

a wrong one. Resolution of such questions requires-. intellectual competition,

an atmosphere of mutual criticism and inquiry among-men of complementary

knowledge and purPosee:, EValuition,and comtunity are necessary' and natural

conditions of growth in science and scholarship.

The researcher has no alternative but to seek actively the criticism of

111.8 peers. If he is fortunate' they are near at hand---in his laboratory,

department, or college. But the relatively comfortable relationship with which-
.

, . .

he became familiar as a student-and candidate, in which he referrep toshis
.' . ,.-.,-

.

adviser whenever,occasion arose,'does not continue indefinitely. His circle

'1Richard F. Storr, The Beginning of the Future, A Historical Approach to.
Graduate Education in the Arts_and Sciences (New York:McGraW-Hi11, 1973), p. 74:.
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* of, critics grow's_ more - impersonal, object3tre, and remote as he advances in his 1

field. 'He learns what'other :Persons are doing his kind of work, whose. j gment ;

the would yalue most, and w14.se approval he has no choice but to win. Tlie '
- a -

- . .

attention of the jury he.selects is not automa cally available to him. Part

-----'4"-C()of his.responsibility,is to make his hear . Nor is the prerogative of

selection exclusively his own. Universities permit a considerable degree of

Trivacy for those who demand it,butresearch is a 'public matter and persons

_who condUct it are agents of a public concern. Although the appropriate

audience Of ady particular unartakingmay be select and small, the ultimate,
:

responsibility to 'submit to its judgment is,inescapable.

SOme such'responsibility is implicit also in institutional.and academic

position. The office, laboratory, or study that the researcher occupies has

presupposed functions in theacadenlic society. It is a tool to be used in
c

certain predisposed ways which may or may not be conceived of exactly in accord

iththe conceptions of t4e individual who uses it. The individual and the

institution each havethe capacity to form habits and develOp expectations, and
4.

.

either, is capable of absorbing the other's intetests into his or its awn.

Ideally, no such capitulation of identity would ever take,place. The

individual by his strength"apd wisdom would reshape and expand the institution

to accomodate him. Ihe institution, by its strength and wisdom, enable
,

the *holar to discover talents he,didn't know he had. 'Bot the ideal is not

always what happens. The failure-can be on either side; . The individual scholar

may be wrong in judgments, erroneous or inadequate in knowledge, or mistaken ',

or inaccurate in operation, and the institution mayfind him wholf satisfactory.
-0-

On the other hand he may be correA, learne0, and precise and yet-fail;. as the

saying goes, to be apprecia,ted. Instances can be cited of both aberrations, but

it is discrete to use only the'second: at different times John Dewey, Thorstein

Veblen, and'George'Sherburn all encountered disfavor at a single university,.

20 11 .
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. .

although that university retains and deserves a reputation for probity in such .

\ ,

.
matters. If such men can meet disdpproval what young scholar can be entirely.

. 0 . .

.....,

,'secure? Universities; like the individuals who constitute them, are essentially

evaluative entities. They have to make judgments because they seek to understand,

and the, grounds on whiCh their judgments are made cannot in a good university

remain static. The canons of understanding and appraisal, whether with riSpect

to a precisely defined fieldof learning or to the entire range of knowledge

which a university represents, are constantly renewed.

, .

This desideratum is not always an accomplished fact. In any artifact the

.
, e

perfect .adjustment of partseand whole is a Greek'i eal,honored in-approxImation

and only dreamt of irl-perfectioh. 'Universities and ther Polities ire ArNacts s

.

,,.

in this sense. The quality of a university and the quality.of,ah inquiry carried
.

...>

on within it,ate related as whold and part. Each is dependent upon the.dther.
,

L ; 1
Richard: SErr describes theaituationas 9,1lows:

The present situation is botWaxpansive and fluid; but does the brganlzation
of graduate studies reflect -as much as it' might the promise that the situation

.... holds? The. development of methodology, discipline ydiscipline,'and the"further
' . study of inquiry as such have yet to be thoughtof. endrally as complementary .

activities, each of which will be. the morefruitfiil'where the results -of the,
other are ',tut explicitly in mind. Inquiry into the nature of inquiry can of
course be maintained is a specialty, but it will not be Wholly effective,until.
'its findings permeate the culture' f the academy. In the,lightnf that possibility,..

)there'lls the prospect =that. the dev'lopment)WpartiCular methods and the explora-
ion of'inquj.ry-itself.will be advanced as' parts of-a single process. It can.

-e, he-the intention of the graduate school to provide not'only, that an appropriate
'methOd is2devided.to Match each pAtticular line of inquiry that some dcholar or -
scientist may wish to'pursue, but also that no approach to inquiry is left ,untZted
for wan eXperimentationwith'method. Whether the wOrdresearchis'restric ed7T-7--.

o in usage to empirical-investigatiqn or isiappiied broadly to cover any proven .
mode of thought is an issue, that should be settled - -but by agreement 94 definitions..
What matters in substance is whether the graduate school phduld provide the student.
with-a context oftlife, as well- as a degree prograi,,, that encourages ouch inquiry .

Is is both, rigorous apd free.

,

,

2 '

p. 75.

4' I

*
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tr
Story's recommenda4ion for the universities combines the pursuit of hard

questions about scientific, soiial, and humane prol4ems with' the. ideal of a

maturing iri4titutional-epistemoltgy. Research, as.he sees ti, should yield
s .

knowledge;
ii
n addition, it should develop an.understarlding of how men know...

--;

, ..- .

---

His conception eles dimewhat beyond that of field methodologies, the professional

.
.. 5

A

t. i
self-consciousness by which sociologists are recognizable a sociologists,by s

,.

. medievalists as medievalists and so on. He'explicitly depreciates the ideaisgof
4J

-intellectual method as a..specialty in itself. ''Accepting the number an riety

-

of the "lines of inquiry" in which !universities engage, herprOp?ses hat in all'
' ,

,.
. .'- . .

of'them, whether separately or collectively considered, the university fulfills
.

.
,

1

its essential function only as it proceeds,hoth'directly and reflexively, observing
... i ,

. ?. .

.. :.

the data of its problems and the data of its,ownresolution them with cps;Men7
.

.

surate objecavAy. Stated in,another way, discoveryjs /inked with -an expanding

. k) kf.- .

capacity to .discover. ...

.
.9 .-

Storr's idea may seemambitious to the point of being vibiotery. Frhm a
Is . .

.14

market-oriented and industrial point of view he.euld appeaf.Auixotic. Yet thereI. 6.
is much in the aCcbstOmed forms and practices 'of-the,;unidersities which suggests

,

. ,,i';',1,
I- ...

.

. .. .. ,

that he .3s describing accurately what the men there:are tryig-Ttr:Ifo. Partly ,

because university, research is firmly joined with 4nstruction,,and partly,because
-

-- in the nature of things, understanding per se con tinues td be an, ende in itself,

.> .1, ,

the means of.achieving knowledge remain under constant'revision, even as'ktowNdge

.."- "'

expands.

,...

This duality of concern is reflected in the ways in,,whiCkacademiC judgments

..s. .

are arrived at and expressed. They "4ns tutea,deeful point Of departure for
,v .

v .
0

considerat,ion of new dispositions and procedures which will assuredly he'needed
.

. r
in the giant universities which have grown up since World'War'II-. For the purpose

.. ,

.1

, r
of understanding wherethe universities are now,, it shouahe useful to survey and

13

.22,
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illustrate several of the

judgments are current* ex

its categories are neater

vert and mote or less formal modes in which academic

ressed. The pattern of illustration must be reductive;

Flan the actualpractice to which they pertain. Each
4

AlustrdtiditThavider, is ctual; each is;-drawn froi

operational or an experime

:inswer'to quebtiong from m

Obout.deferAd'rewards. M

informatiqn on what is exp

exclustvely interrogative..

not necessarily definitive

The kinds of evaluati

1. judgments of pers
preeminent in the

Z. judgments of ro
the influence of
in all considerat

3. judgments of 'ro
research inPrOgr

4. 'judgments of pros
universities have

5. judgments on ethic
most explicitly or

a

.

ience ou either an

tal basis. The descrfpUtons are phrased as if in

n beginning acadirmiC careers or older men, worried

45,'"

n in these situations frequently ask for specific

cted of them; the tone o he questions is. not always
Alt ]

The answers which follow maybe informativpi but

judgments which sdeM Most pertinenterelthese:

i is this mode of judgment WhiCh is
s of university faculties.;

ns--because'

conscieusn

sals--b cause the proposal has become', partly under
over ental agfricies, thb recognized unitary item
o of research;-

cts-Lbecause the idea.of a dministrative.monitoring of
ss persists in faculty discussions;

ams--because it is on this 'scalenCappraiSal that
resppndedostactively to thedemands'of thd times;

al criteria --because this is/tfie"area of concern now
ganized in,terms,of procedural and iigal rules.

14
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PERSONS: Promotion and the Award of tenure

. . . the principal means by which the faculty exercises
control over the quality of the scholarly activities of its

_members is through its role in recommending tfle.selection of .

its own members and through professional standards that it'
and the Universiey apply in the selection process."3

Ail other modes and topics of evaluation in universities are qualified by .

the overriding importance both to individuals

of the select on.of,permanent:faculty and 'the

ad to the institution as a whole'
,'-

hierarchicalprganization of

faculty in terms of rofessorial ranks. .
'

CI

Selection of faculty is controlled by initially tentative appeititment-s and

by subsequent award or denial of ""permanent" '!indefinite" tenure, with its

implication of commitment on the part of the institution to the-individual for

the term of hisprofessional carper. ,Pins and cons of'this hatiic protedure of

. .

American-higher edualtion.have recently been thoroughly Teviewed,in Faculty

4
Tenure, popularly referred to as the Keast report, and in the discussion which

this publication evoked. The matter is too familiao require elaboration other

than to remark that it is a f'act of academic life. Also, it tilts evaluation of

intellectual quality in the universities toward the twenty- to forty-year span

S
of a prOfessorial Fareer, within hich the one,: 0 five-year span of a single

,inyestigatAelprojd may appear as an important but subordinate item.

Award of indefinite tenure to a scholar with a particular resear,ch specialty

is a research decision in that it- commits the institution to the speciAty as

well as to the individual. Denial of tenure may, represent a decision-to the

contrary effect.

The long, time -span encompassed by the tenure commitment has S,,tendency to

adVahce fluently adaptable competency over shakply limited expertise. Research'
1*

Harvard University, Report of the Committee on Criteria for Acceptance of
Sponsored Research }in the Facplty of Arts and Sciences (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard

University Press, i970), p. 3.

4 Jc
San Francisco and-London: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1973.
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projects come. and go, but research faculties remain. The conflict oues

implicit in this situation is important in the nature of evaluativewcesbes.

Thre is an apparent difference between faculty best qualified for the job in
a

/

hand and the faculty best qualified to meet the unknoWn next phase. Contributing

to this conflict is the impact upon research of a con.coiftant.instructional'

program, in which the peTAnent health of a discipline, and of the practitioners

,of it, requires a longer range.of vision than does the resolution of a particular

problem. .

.
-----

Either of these polarities is capable.of inspiring excessively emphatic
. . '

4 .

advocacy, and in practice the constant realignment of differences is accompanied

by heat and noise. Errors of judgment occur. For the young man seeking concrete,

definitive advice on what is exncted of him, _the available answers are often

frustrating.

But in fact the necessities of the situation preclude simplistic answers.-
-

Crisp, efficient execution of"the immediate assignment is indispensable, but so

is the capacity to define an assignment with reference to its broad disciplinary

)
context. There is no comfort in the fact that while he ponders his predicament
,

the candidate may fin/ himself deprived of instgutional support., NO'less radial

in its effect, although lees shocking at the moment, is the facile affirmative
.. i ..

by which the individualtay accept long-term responsibilities illsuited to his

talents ind'interests.
5

, IF
,5

Anexample of the kind of general statement generally used to deScribe'criteria
for promotion in policy manuals is as follows:

1 -a. Teaching Ability. This includes the ability tp make students think
critically and purposefully, the ability to interest students in the
broad problems of the course', the ability to construct honest
instruments of evaluation and to interpret the results impartially,
and the ability to maintain sound acaAiiiic standards.

Continued

-16-25



Or 1-b. Restarch'Ability.' This includes the ability to train stpdentb
in research; to lay out a tentative theciry and to plan the
exPeriments for testing; the ability to design the equipment

-and construct or instruct others on how 'to construct it; the
ability to direct assistants: operate'within a planned'budget,
and present the results of research in a form easily under -
stood-by one's colleagues and,by laymen.
e

or 1-c. Librarianship Ability. This includes the ability to use
bibliographic tools, the ability to supervise effectively.' %,
lArge areas of work-and:to maintain sound academic standards;
the ability. to-diresc assistants and operate within a planned

4.1 budget.

t-
2. Schdlarsh ip, This-includts notb.only academic preparation, but

also evidences of continuing.scholarly growth as exemplified
in both published and unpublished contributions to knowledge?'

,

3. Character and Personality. The faculty member'inust4Possees

those .qualities of Tind;and spitit which-will, merit .emulation

.0,
by the students: fairness, open-mindedness-,,ffijectivity,

0 'tolerance, patignce,'.and a saving sense. of proportion. ".

4. Academic Responsibility. This phraseis intended to suggest
,.. that the facultymembers should make a genuine_contriut,ten.

to, the Program of the institution and of the academic com-
munity by conscfentiously advising' students, by- efficien
administrdtion of one or more units of the university
organization, by participation in the, work of important
committees, etc. . 44 3

.

0

a

' 5.

6.

Professional Development, The fatulty member is expected >
t , ,

whenever possible, t4 maintain an .active interest in the program,
of professional'aocieties a6d to as his experience
,rows,, an understanding, of the. broad national and jnternational '.

,
aspects of his 4ecial'fieldt of interest. 'Y .

.J.k - ..
=,

General Qualifications. The faculty member.should possess,
in addition to the qualities 'listed abotre the minimum standards
for each rank. , ,

0

IP
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Ideally every decision to deny or to award tenure would contribute to the

,

development of a community of persons in which each member maintains authority

in his special modes. while contributing to corporate flexibility and range. The
-r,

resulting faculty -would be capable. of dealing with a broad'and changing divetsity

of investigative problems and of sustaining a developing pfUgram of instruction.
, ..

. .
, _ ,

That every such decision does not have this effect is a . source of disappointment,

but the force of ,the ideal itself remains piimary among academic motivations.

.
. ! .

To be "the best professor," is a desideratUm modified byAhe aspiration to
., -

.

belong to "the best department" in "the best university"--or to the best that

,,
II

the ind'vidual is capable of envisioning.
. .

.

) The importance of this aspect of academic motivation is, aripareut in its

per'asiveness.6, It functions as an asaumption,underlying 111 critical or alua-

6The

4M
following is a-"Rate of Faculty Mobility through s," based on actual

experience of the academicfaculty of The Pennsylvani= tate University:
. ,

Instructor` ' Asst. Prof. Assoc. rof. 'Prof. Total

6651972 -73 . 516 1,025

ProMotione to
next rank 58 (11%) 75

1973-74, 4# 1,044,

Promotions to.

. next rank 65 (14%) 100

55

4664

(9%) 4*54

.

.485 2,694

(8%) 188 (8%)

519 '2,675,

(8%) 219 (14)

If for-illustrative purposes one makes the following assumptions:

1. that the population here described is static (no new appointments -at

achipiced ranks, no resignations, terminations, etc.),
2.\---elyAt the rate of prdmotion remains constant -from year_to.year, and

3. that every faoultytmember, wing all possible promotions;

one may compute thatthe "average" faculty membef would spend approximStely six

years as an instructor, ten yearsas an assistant proTessor,"and twelve years as

s an associate professor, or a total of twenty-eight years in, which'the prospect

of possible promotion is more or less in hi§,thoughits. Put another way, apprqxI-:

mately 85 percent of a typical university acUlty is at all times 'concerned with

promotion as a personal "desideratum. For this feason,any expression of °profes -,

sional evaluation other*than that of prol6tion suffers's0the diminution in compari-,

gon.

A.

A

ti



a

tive judgments.' For is reason it.must be baifte in mind, not as subverting

or contradicting s stematic evalu4tion of research, but aaposing conditions

which must of ecessity be itiet'if any such evaluation is.to be accolplided.

!

6cample Appointments to "chairi," or "name" professorships,
. - -- -1-

, . r>

ommittees charged with the identification of persons qualified for

extraordinary academic disti nction are typiCal of all committees responsible

for decisions on matters concerning tenure and promotion. They differ only

in the level of their expectations and in the strength of the criticism that'

ensues when they are considered to have judged incorrectly: The demands

.

'-
make on candidates are high--as are the, rewards which they are empowered to

bestow- -but the demands are similar to those which determine whether one

young assistant professor or another is to be retained by his department and
/'

0

advanced to more complex responsibilities. //

For these reasons the s election of indiv"idUai members of the faculty of

The Pennsylvania State University for appointment to the

fessorships may be.takin as exemplary of -the promotio prodess as-a whole.

coveted Evan Pugh Pro-

7

At the same time, At may.serve to indicate the degr

*,

value and of quality within an institution it

Evan Pugh Professors are appointed by the President of the University upon

eoto which the sense of

fo sed in procedures of this sort.

_ the recommendation of a selection committe6 of 'Seven (in 1973-74 there were six)

faculty members named by the President, Three members of the committee are

, drawn from the group already holding the title. The additional members are

drawn from the faculty at large.

4

This procedure raw be regarded as vulnerable to excessive emphasis,on
intellectual distinction [cf. "The Criteria of Academic AppOintmeht," Minerva IX
S1971), pp. 272-90]andapparent depreciation of simple efficiency in useful and
necessary work. The egree.to which this stricture plies maybe judged from

. ensuing materials.

28-
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During the year (103-74) from which the following illustrative inforiaion

was derived, four of the University's 519 full trofessors'in active service held--

the title. In addition to prestige, the title carries with it specific idveritagee

of salary, of direct control over certain specified funds for research, and of

a specified budget indrement to the incumbent's program or college.

(-

,The formal/yirecognized criteria for selection of individuals for recap=

mendatiori are very briefly and generally'statede

1. The Evan Pugh Professors will be selected without regatd for college
affiliation.or program.

i

2. The title will be granted only to caniiidates whose research, publications

or creative work or both have been of the highest, quality over a period

of time and, further, to candidates wikehow evidence of having contributed
significantly to the education of studen4 who later achieve recognition
for excellence in the Candidates' discipline or interdisciplinary area.
Candidates must have strong external support from colleagues within their

fields.

3. Candidates must have served at Penn State at the rapk of full professor.

An indication of ways in which these criteria are elaborated by selection

committees appears iit a memorandum from= the chairman of the 1973-74 committee

to academic deans, who with the advice of their promotion committees make initial

nominations for these appointments:

4 The,co tee appointed by the President to assist in the selection of

Evan Pugh roles orshipa wishes me to bring to your attention that there has

s been some unevenness.in the quality and completeness of material submitted

on behalf of the nominees. In order that all nominees receive fair,consid-

,eration the committee feels thit the information on each nominee should be

as complete is possible. The following kinds. of information are considered

to be a minimtniI to enable proper evaluation of a nominee:
,, . ..

1. complete biographiCal data or up-date.curriculum vita including''

educational background,-positions held; memberships and services

in professional associations and academies, awards and recognitiod,(

biographical listings, etc.; .

2. list of publications, exhibits and /or descriptions of contribution's

to,the creative and performing arts;

3. enumeration.of services to the University including courses,developed
and/or taught,' major committee service ;. program development,'fUnd

' raisingeffectivenass, etc.;- - .
,

.

4. precise and lucid descriptions of the unique scholarly tontributions
. '' the candidate,has made in teaching, research, or other creative and

T professional activities; 7

5. . evi4ence of outstanding teacher-student relationship& including

if
teaching evaluations an warda, lists of graduate student degree

programs sqpexvised, po ions currently held by former graduate

.- . students, and other evidences of his or her students' success as

scholars and professionals; _
Y,

20
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6. last and perhaps of greatest importance, evidence thathe nominee
has a national and internatidiial reputation as a scholar. Supporting
letters of colleagues at ?enn State.are beneficial in this regard,°
but testimonials from scholars at other institutions, foreign and
domestic, are needed particularly when they tat pinpoint the specific
area of work and- the prec4.se -contr4mtion(s) by which the nominee's
distinction is warranted. ,

A fair number of the dossiers-on nominees are quite adequate with regard
to the foregoing criteria. I have indicated to you individually below the
candidates from your college whose'dospierseight profitably be reviewed with
respect to the kinds of information needed. .1

Further elaboration appears in a series of memoranda written by the members
29

of a selection committee in response td-the following request:

It would be very helpful to us if you could spare time to record in
memoranda your perceptions of the 'criteria which were effectivein your
recent decisions concerning the Evan Pugh appointments. You need not concern
yourselves with the individual decisions. In oar report it would be inappro-
priate to deal with personal.caree'Phistories. But your ideas on how
institutions may recognize those individuals who by their tialents and energies
sustain sound programs of research would be most valuable.

.

All members of the committee responded, and theif memoranda are quoted below.

The authors are identified only by their fields of academic identification, and

the order in which they are quoted is the order in which they were received:

1. Evan Pugh Professor of Agriculture:
I

If the various members, of the committee to assist in the selection
of additional Evan Pugh Professors, respond to your letter, I'm sure you,
wilHet a valid perspective of the process, e° . If there was any
-single limitation in the performance I believe it had to do with doubts
about our ability to evaluate scholarly and creative work outside our awn
individual fields. Some Appeared to feel this more_sfrongly than others.
This meant that as a committee -at times we had to- rely on each other and'

hope that the representation was adequate. Of course one could. always
argue about adequacy of representationon a small Committed-.

IV

The 'task ,was made somewhat ,more difficult by' the fact that the

criteria for the Evan Pugh Professorship were rather vague. As a
consequence the dossiers for the thirty -one .candidates ranged all the.

111

8.
Memorandumfom Professor Stuart Patton to the academic deans, October 18, 1973.,

9
Memorandum from Henry W. Sams

O
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way from two-page briefs tottery elegant in-depth presentations. In order
to enable the committee to -do a job and in fairnessto the nominees the
committee sought additional material for many of the candidates. [see memo
to academic Zeans quoted :Above] . . . .. We got virtually every bit of
additional information we sought.' However,:some nominations 'Were very
-effectively documented andotherd seemed as though the n6minators were
simply making a gesture. I am inclined to feel that this is an important
variable. 4/1P

While I feel the committee did a good job, it seems to me that this . . ,

sort of thing, is rather mystical and that people are being guided somewhlt
by unusual bits of,evidence; conceptions, and Misconceptions: For
example,'one nominee received a rather ordinar, one-sentence endorsement-

-, from a Nobel Laureate. I pondered that one or a while. One of'the
committee members expressed the sentiment that the field (for example, a
branch of economics) of one of the nomineei,didn't amount to much. I

also pondered that one, the inference being that there are certain academic
areas that are just inappropriate to the Evan Pugh Professorship,. While
there has been some criticism of the final selections for the Professorships
in that the arts and humanities are under-represente4, I do not feel that
this was because the committee found it more difficult to evaluate the
candidates from those areas.

-/

Please note that we were a selection committee and in,no sense
canvassing committee. Also note that we.were asked to- assist in the"

selections, not to make them. I believe this is the first timethe faculty
was in any way'consulted on the appointment of Evan Pugh Professors.

Professor of Aerospace Engineering:,

Your memo asked for perception of the critesia-which were effective, in
arriving-at liur,recommendations. Personally -it Was a combination of many
factors which influenced my opinion. Briefly, the factors which I considered
were:

P
0 a. publications in recognized journals,

b. number Of Ph.D: and. M.S. canaIlqtes dupervised,
.c. external endorsements by personnel outside the University having

obvious' standing in the person'6 field of expertise,
d. activities in professional'societies,
e. consulting and public services, and -

f.- invited lectures. ,

.
. t

t

It is very difficult "to say which of the above items I weighed most
heavily in arriving at my own:Jersonal'recommendations. I can only say

4/ that it was a feeling which was generated_by considerinwall of these. For,
example, a p rson who 'has only 25 publications-as compared to someone with

100 publicati ns over the same,periar/mpressed me more than- the latter if
he had, in ad ition to his publications, many graduate theses and had been
invited to lecture extensively.

Professor of Theatre Ayts and.-Director of General Education in the Arts:

Of course` we looked over the listof publications and creative work, .

' but we tried to die guided not merely by the qUantity, but by the evaluations
placed on them by knowledgeable peopl@.

. Letters from-other scholars also had great weight and we tried,tcr
glean frgla them something of the scope of the candidate's work and the

. 2231

.1



respect in which he was'held by his colleagues. Inevitably, we were

probably swayed by the prestige of the source of the letters. In some

cases, they came from the top people in the field and literally from

around the world. '

Since so many of the files represented highly qualified people, I
found myself posing a question as to whether this metber of(the-faculty
had made a genuine ''briak-through" in his discipline and of wfiat

cance- the break-through was. Onall these Matters we had to rely-on pile',

judgments of those who were-4n al)osition to knout,

I think we wdre'all impressed too with the number and kind of students
that a candidate had. For exampled'When a dozen postgraduate students
travel from all parts of the world to.spend a'year or two studying with one
of ourqaculty; one has to take notice! Some of the files also furnished
evidence concerning the success of former students of the candidates.

In cases where I felt I hid some minimal competence, bread a sample
of the published work, but I must say in many cases this would have been
a fdtile exercise for me.

'4- Professor of Suitery: e

. .

0

:It was-myfeeling that an Evan Pugh Professor should be a sch6lar
iho, has attained national and international recognition by his or her
contributions in research. It obviously ,is at 'times difficult to sub-

stantiate this achievement, especially when dealing with a scholar in

another less familiar field. DiscussionsWitAtacknowledged scholars in

. other. universities is often helpful. The use of the Science Citation Index :

can beof limited help. Critical reyieF of the scholar's work in first-rate
-

journals also will help.
.

.

tp
.

It is essential.to gather as uch information as possible from a

variety of sources to subptantia ;he qualifications of the individual

under consideration;

5. Elin'Pugh Professor of'Physics:
***,

The committee memkgrs were swamped with twenty pounds of recommendations
for more than thirty candidates. I believe we all read these clutiful135

and it was not difficult weeding out ,one -half which sounded somewhat hollow,
The consensus between'the committee members representing the liberal arts,
humanities, and the'hard sciences wa-§ almost surprising. rbeliel:re the

colleague§ from the former fields held back relatively little in judging
pcientists, and vice versa, as I did myself.

FrC>a-paging through the list of accomplishments of a taddidate it is
wually not too difficult to appraise his creativity, originality, and- drive
even if one is an outsider- Admittedly; it seems difficult to me, if not
impossible, ip recogdize, say, a mathematician who may haveimade just one
contributioivOf lasting significance in hisipeciality: Such a man may go

unrewarded,,but maybe he does not expect this anyway. 'My greatest concern

were the busybodies, maybe-\)rolific writers of journal articles, aryl grand
contract swingers, possibly on the slick side, who may not be known anymore
five years from now whentheir fads'hAve faded. In between these,extremes
we find the encouragingly good` number of outstanding men who- are radily

23 3.2
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recognizable without much difficulty, particularly in the-hard sciences.

Those are people who have founded a school, whose original, easily
traceable work is being picked up at tens or hundreds of labbratories,
who are repeatedly asked.by editors to write review articles in.their
fields, who are frequently referred to in research papers. In the latter

aspect the Scientific Citation Index, with all'its known possible biases
.(see some,tecent letters to the editor of SCIENCE) is very helpful: If .

a fellow' s papers in respetable, strictly refereed journals are cited by
many hundreds of other scientists over the span of the past five years,
he must have made an impact on the advance of his f!eld, and most likely
not because his subject is just in fashion. _In the recommending letters
we had a good tiumber of favorable comments by luminOsities like depart-

ni\,nt.heids and chaired professors. Although weighty, I took them with
[p'e]77-caution, as they surely were from friends and,mAt likely named by

the candidates themselves. I suggested a very rough, procedure but did.
Trot get through with my proposition because of too much work involved
and, admittedly, some awkwardness: solicit information about the standing
of a candidate some 1,000 miles away from Penn Stateby writing to a
handful of department heads or arbitrarily chosen scientists well known
in a, field not too ,far from the-candidates'. This is in fact the situation
prevailing with the acceptance procedure in firmly refereed journals. The

referee is probably not a personal friend and may well be a greedy enemy,

but'alost likely a sober judge.
- . 4.

In s mnary, while I see local recommendation by department heads or
deans as the starting point for the revaluation, the most convincingdassurances
should come from peers far away if we want-to differentiate local talent

. from nationally and internationally recognized scholars. Originality,
creativity, and productivity can alib be easily attested by local, peers in
a:group of three or four to balance myopic personal"positive or negative
biases.

6. Professor of Anthropology:

It.-is very difficult to catalog, or quantify the perceptions of quality
for fellow academics.. There are, of course, the many very obvious
requirements.of integrity-, originality, etc.,, but these are somewhat

distinct from the measeTEs of outstanding performance which we were-
searching for'in relation to the Evan Pugh-awards.

In my own thinking I had,a very clear set of expectations-but found
it somewhat difficult to measure_how well individuals met these expectations.
In essence, I consider.the outstanding accomplishment in academia to be
the development of a new direction in the search-Of knowiadge. For example,

Dwould,rate _the accomplishment of.establishing a new and recognized
subdiscipline to .be a much greater accomplishment than the most thorough
of elaborati'ons'within a_previous e:cisting cognitive framework. The

establishment.of new`directions inthe seeking of knowledge-may be accoTQ-

., plished by a combination of mechanisma. Obviously; men such as Einstein

pi eered whole new areas of thought from little more than'pubIished

ma" the atl6a1 formulae. On the other hand, some major branches of knowledge'
-have been founded by people who taught.but never personally' published
their own thoughts. I, therefore, searched for those individuals who
appear to me to'have founded new'arbas of knowledge, perception, cognition,

etc., Whether such foundations were laid primarily through'scholarly
,:. publications; through the production of Ph.D.s; or through a recognition

of uniqueness by fellow scholars in the world.
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As,y u know, I am a great believer in the importance 2f knowledge,
quantificatpn, but in this area I found it exceedingly difficult to
follow any one or set of production-indices.

Careful analysis of these memoranda would yield a list of criteria more

complex and particular than that from which the selection committee began its .

work. In fact, it would be difficult to devise a schematic mode of statement

capable, of reflecting the differences in emphasis and attitude which distinguish

the several responies. Although .these differences are liAsome instances quite

A
marked, they, did not prevent the Committee from arriving at recommendations

' 'which, resulted In six new appointments to the Evan, Pugh Professorships. These

appointients were announced through the campus and th4 public press by the Presi-
.

dent of the University. The announcement.was'separate fromi, and somewhat more

e
generally newsworthy than, similar announcements of, for example, 188 promotions

11

.

of. faculty rank in the spring of 1973 and 219 promotions in rank in the-spring

of 1974 but the important point is that'the'procedures.use&in selecting the

Evan Pugh Professors is characteristicof the evaluative concern of academic

' institutions.

,0
-

at is because of the pervasiveut'Ut of this concern that facult ea tend to

respond guardedly when hovel, formal, particularized mddesnof appraising their

work are given prominence. They perceive themselves and their institutions as

essentially competitive, value-oriented, evaluative agents. Judgment is not
. .

k . , .
. .

.

..4 ,

.only fUnd4mental, it is also constant and unremitting. New procedures, therefore,
-r

can function effectively only When they can be seen as supplem4nting, clarifying,

Or-rendering more just and accurate the dompleX process by whicli the academi

community' itself is identified and orgy ,zed. t.

.,.

.
..

,,

-- '4'-' -1-xample 2: 'Departmental versus Interdisciplinary Interests .

; L.

It

,\

The opinion is ,frequently expressed that an individual's SucCess'in winnini

recognition

clarity and

for his work .within a uniiersity is influenced by the degree,
1 .

exclusiveness with which.he maintains" his identity with his cademic
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department. This point of views was forcefully expressed in an address by
,

Sidney Sternberg of RANK (Research Applied to National Needs) at a workshop

on "Development of'Incentives for Interdisciplinary Research"-at the University

of Soutl)rn California, July 9-10, 1974.10.

a
,.

' Stern4erg contends that "the present system of incentives on campus does

c

not truly satisfy the individual needs of the interdisciplinary researcher. . . ."

By "interdisciplinary researCher" he-may be interpreted to mean the chemist,`

physicist,"economist; etc., engaged in4r5Olem-oriented research in cooperation

4
with, others of different professional identification and under Liministratisie

auspices other than those of his traditional-academid department`. The implication

-is that academic departments adhere so striotly to their disciplines at they'-'\

regard successful work in a problem-oriented institute; center, on inter:-

.4
e011ege program as pApjudidial to the i.esearcher's claim 'to recognition.ift the

fpros of rank, tenure, and salary. -"
Sternberg's appraisal of academic incentive systems isaccompaaied and

reinforce ree related points of emphasis:

.

1. n important, test.of the validity of research is_its usefulness in
sorbing problems -of society, -

,2. solution of problems,of society tend characteristically'to.require
-multifdiadiplinary approaches,

,

,

3. -re-orientation of academic research toward emphases useful to society
requikes'thai'departmental influences be effectively counter- balanced.

The implication for the faculty member seeking recognition by his peers is that

of

.research with colleagues and research under administritive auspices other than

. his own departMent is undertaken only risk: The implication for

university administrators is that the 'interests

with some establishe&I

of research funding may' conflict
;.

._,

artmental kerogaiiies.

10See also Robert-Straits, "Departments and-Disciplines: Sta
Science 182 (1973): .895-98

,
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-

c..

Hard
,

facts guppprting or refusing Sternberg's-appraisal'of departmental

attitudes are difficult to isolate: In order to appraise the validity,of. the

. .

question, and to test the feasibility of considering it on a factual basis,-

. - ---,)
/...) ,

.

k.

career 'records of 134 faculty members associated with eleven,Antxdtsciplinary

research institutes and centers at The Pennsylvania State LiniverSity
10a were

-.,
.--, ,,,,,

analyzed in the explofatory.pattern used withreference to the entire university
.

faculty on page 18 above. The results should, be entitled "Rate OfMobility of
.

/

Interdisciplinary Faculty through Ranks, 1972-1974": .

1972-73

'' -

Promotions to

'Instructor -Asst. Prof.

3 29

,

next, rank , 0 (6%) 7 (24%),

.

1973774 .

. . 4 , 23

Promotions to
next rank , 0 (0%) 2 (8%)

, Assoc. Prof.
..

',4

-Prof.

44
,

:' 56 ,

1

4:(9%)

. 42 56

6 (14%)

Total

t

132

(14%)

125-

8 (11%)-
,

' '.

,

From this cursory analysis it wo9ld appear' t/1),a4..no marked aiff9rence exists,

--"--/- - . -
.

, .,,,.

,between the career mobility of faculty members-clearly iaeniified, with interdis-
f °

ciplinary research and that-"Of the faculty as a'who1e, At any rate; departmental

attitudes should not_be ssumed,to inhibit cooperative researeh before a thorOUgh

A

analysis of the pertinent facts is available.
',

,

r.

10a .,---
,0 ,

, . 1:,,f9T's f

During the years .197Z73 and 1973 -4. all persons include4.4n,the study. held

academic rank in the university faculty And wete committed ta,tesearch7resp-ohsibil=
ity in one or more of the following research agencies, With salaries chasgeab1e

_Is to these agencies in proportion With the Commitments: Applied Research Laboratory,-
Center for Air Environment Studies,/ Computation Center, Human Perfordance Laboratory,
Laboratory Animal ResourCes, Institute for Research On Land and Dater Resources;
MAteirials Research Laboratory, Pennsylvania TranSportation,an4.Traffic Safety Center;
Population Issues Research Office, SpaCe ScienCe and.Engineering'Laboratory-,

eaAnimal Behavior Laboratory. The study is bas on information supplied by Dr. H. D.'
ZookAssistant Vice President foe Research and Greiguate Studies, and Ray T. Fortudato

,--

Aasistant Vice President for Personnel Administration, The Pennsylvania' State .

University. .
. d
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PROPOSALS:

Relia*ce upon formally e .tablished standards of appraisal are natural and

frequent in the identp.catio and seletion of new "starts" in research, and, for this

.
'reason the term "proposal" ha 'come into general usage denoting-a specific genre of

composition, one in which are specified the materials, means, agents, and objectives-
)

of a,prospective investigativ or creative enterprise. Preparation'of a proposal-
.

usdally implies a request for, support in the form of budget, facilities, and time.

It may ,addressed to any pe sons or agencies capable of providing the desired support.

It is, therefore, a request for apprgisalusually in competition with other proposals

--with the purpose of winning access titspecified'resources.

Responsibility for judgment of proposals tendsto accrue to those persons who

havethe capacity to provide appropriate support. The procedures by which this

responiibility is met have been shepe0 by, national: agencies committed tothe

organization and funding of research on a very large scale. They are adaptable,

however, to intra-institutional circumstInces and are used internally w en the

resources sought are at the university's disposal.

The importance attached to their formal correctness,- ketoric 1 strength, and

scholarly soundness by university adiinistrators isreflected in t

. .

university policies summarized in Appendix A. ;,,,f

..
..: .

.

. .

Both at the university and at the national levels evaluatioh of a research proposal
...

involves two broad categOries of criteria:
,

published

1. Thelirst categ6iy is derived from the canons of science itself and pertains

to the intrinsiCqielity,of the rop:Joal.

2., The second category is derived frOm"Ehe needs and dsilres of society and
pertains to extrinsic consideration such as utility, economic value, or

expanded understanding of-phenomena.

The dichotomy is expresOed in the following memorandum:

_Torbest satisfy all the requirements inherent,in research evaluation, I feel

it is essential to have, two levels of review. The fifst is strictly scientific and
should be carried outby peer researchers. Some'relevant:questions to be ahked are:
-Will this research advance ,the state of our understanding? Is the principal

inve$tigator competent to carry out, the reoWch? Ls-the,budget approPriate and
, .

are - the facilities .adequate? What 4,
;,

'-'

11
Memorandum from Herschel W. Leibowitz, Professor of Psychology, The Pennsylvania_

State university to Henry W. Sams, November 21, 1973. .

.
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would be the implications of this research for methodology, theory;
technology? What is.the principal investigator's past record with respect
to utilization of research funds? A large number of questions could be
asked. These suggestions are notintendtd to be exhaustive.

The most important question is: Who'does the evaluation? From my
experience, the quality of the evaluator is the critical factor in
evaluation°of research proposals and programs. It is at this point that"
the Office of the Vice President of Research and Graduate Studies, which .

,

by virtue of its interdiSciiilihary nature, is at a disadvantage; Some
investigators do not welcome, the broadest posAble evaluation of their own
programs and if asked might, be inclined to choose evaluators who would be
expected to be friendly and uncritical: Onthe other hand, Kincipal,
investigators are in a position to recommend relevant!referees. I would
suggest that both the principal investigator and, the immediate supervisor,
i.e., chairman, director of laboratory or center, etc., be asked to submit

. .

names:of possible evaluators including, specifically, individuals who are
active editors of major journals that.particularthaparticular field. Since the jouihal
editors are the ultimate arbiters of quality; the availability, of these
names either as referees themselves or sources of- additional referees will
pautomatically tend to broaden the base and competence of the-evaluation team.
his procedure will undoubtedly involve somepaperwork, but there isa
simply no substitute for evaluation by competent Contemporary yeer researchers.

There are a number of alternate sources for reviewers. The National
Institutes of Health, the National Institute of Mental Health, and the ,)

National Science Fonndat/dn-regulirly publish lists of their advisory
panels who have been carefully selecteefox'theii knowledge of the'state-
-of-the-art. ,Thestpanels meet.regularlyreilhcate-each other at review
meetings, are continually exposed to the broad spectrum of activity in a
giVen field, and develop internal guidelines which are helpful in pre-
dicting the probable success of a research proposal. In addition, the,-
names, of the executive secretaries. who are familiar not only with current
groups, bat of past members of boards, are also published. In the a sence
of any other ,information, a telephone call to a study section secr ary

,,representing a given discipline!'shoUld be adequate- to provide ber of
qualified referees. The format for the applicant as well .a the evaluators
Should be standardized, and the possibility of financial compensation for _

outside referees should be considered.

Following the procedure used by government agencies, a raring of
1.0 is given to an outstanding research proposal which should not be
denied. A rating of 2.,0 indicates an adequate proposal, while a 3.0 rating
predicts that the research will be df some value and could be awarded if
funds are availeble, ett. The numerical value of the ratings shOUld be
tied to qualifying statements for the benefit of those not familiar with the
system. yhis method provides a quantitative techniques for summarizing
and competing the reactions of different evaluators, and fit] facilitates

-processing by the administration.

4
7.10n)1.)

The second level of review should take into account nontechnical factors,
such as the valhe'of the' research to the state and to the national interest,
theeducationalbenefits.of the program, and other factors which, are important
in the overall research picture. For example, I have always argued that a
higher priority should -be given to young investigators who are atle critical
stage .in their career and for whom the aVailability'of research funds is
probably the most impoitant'single factor determining their future ptoductivity.

3 8
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While large suns of federal research support have been 14glable to researchers

in mental health and science, our cglleagues in Ihe:Arts and Humanities haVe

/not enjoyedthe benefit of support from a generous government. Clearly

some, ptiority should be given to those areas within the University:community

for which the externalsfunding is dot generally available. I would believe'

that 'this higher, order evaluation and priority assignment can be'cacried

out by a committee or.board drawn from on-campus personnel. The iticlusibn

of distinguished outside members such as those who serveon the board of

the Applied Research Laboratory, distinguished citizens, retired professors

and administrators, etc., would obviously be helpful in broadening the base

for these critical decisions. .

.

Theoretically, these two levels of consideration aTe distinct. They are

.r
,different in the sources of their criteria and 'in the selection` of agents cdtpable

of applying the criteria accurately. They are capable Of producing mutuapy

contradictory judgments; for example, a paiticulat proposal may be found admirable -'

-on intrinsic grounds, but pragmatically infeasible. On the contrary, research of

immediate practical value may be deferred or'rejected because it does_not elicit

.,

the distinctive skills of a particular scientist or group of scientists. _

_

. .,.... .

Although yalid theoretically, he distinction, generally speaking, is not

t:
reflected in'administrative structures and responsibilities. In the operations

o,' universities, committees are not partitioned in accordance with'intrinsic
. , *

.. .
.

and extrinsic considerations. -The two sets of 'values pertain at all levels,

including thatopf the author,of the proposal, Emphases vary with circumstances,

but there is no-exclusive identification of intrinsic criteria with the bench 1

t

scientist or of extrinsic criteriaWith'higher" administrative authority.

.

This observation is borne out hythe faCt.that when criteria for the appraisal

.
.. . >

.

iNof proposals Axe formallK codified, bah intrinsic and extrinsic considerations
-.., 0

1'
?

are present. When research appraisal assumes an official or judicial st ance, it
.

.

C,

,
.

,

imultaiusly assumes both orders of responsibility. .,

*

, .

A lied Research taboret°
.

An example ()Alas combination of concerns is the practice of the Applied
' .

.
Resea ChLaboratory (ARL) of The Pennsylvania State University in the admini2aration '

, .
.

,

o .

of its xploratory and Foundational (E/F) Research Program, which involves annual

o.-
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.41
apprai5,4S andranking of from. forty to

for renewal, with the purpose of fundin

riginal proposalsed proposals
.41

as miany of them as are acceptable and

as res4urces permit -- currently about one-half of thetotal. AllinoposalS7derfve

from inside the University and some.aie developments, or "spin offs,," from the

ce ntral investigative and developmental programs of the Laboratsry itself. Pro-

tics, and computgosals are invited annually. Proposals frbm engineering,.math''

science tend topredbminate, but Projects in biophysics, speech, and speech patholog

have been funded, and no area of interests is categorically excluatd. "Financialo,
. .

support of the Applied Research'Labkoratory isasupplied chiefly by!thp United States

Navy.

-The appraisal of proposals is conducted in accordance with a statement of

"Method and Criteria" which has e ifolved Since the inception of the program in 1957.
^,

Initially the Procedure included a review and discos ion of all proposals by at'

gangl composed of the executive-committee of the Laboratory; the director of the
Zt

Laborllory,sand seven divisional officials, all of whom were qualified by technical

knowledge :nd experience. In practice these dispositions were found to be-time-
,

g and susceptible to- contentfOusness, leading to cdffOromise decisions.consum

In easingiy, the responsibility of arriving at at initial rank orde&ng of all

proposals has been delegated to one member of the panell2 who undertakes from his

own point of view to study all...proposals and to apply the agreed-upon criteria
. -

.

as equitably as his understanding of the several proposals allows. Consistent

with the criterioft of pertAnence to WavSl'intertsts, this reviewer has established,

communication with the Naval SeaSystems CoMmand. The rank ordering of proposals

that he makes after consultation then becomes ground for hudgetary,decision by o

the.Director of the Laboratory, whose decision, baSedion appropriate consultation_

,41A-

associates, takes the form of *definition oficut4cdt- point'lin the ranked list

.12Dr. Mile; T.,Pigott, Professor of Engineering Research Penn State University.-,'-(

wit
. ',. , - i

,-. -

of proposals. --

_ .
_ .

. '' -
,

it is typical that the conduct of,this program maintains at the npeiatinnal
.., 1 Q.,

1 .
-- .

I -

lev el of research responsibility a concern for scientific quality on the one hand.-

- 40.
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e.
,

and for external, mission-oriented interests - -in this instande the interests

of the United States Navyofi the other. Delegation of detailed decisions'

,

to_ administrativ e authority within the Laboratory has the effect of reducing
.

the emphasis on advocacy of scientific specialisms and of reinf6rEing
o

emphasis on quality and relevance: Naturally, the annual publication of
/'''

. , .

decisions on proposals is a.metter of general interest throughout the

Laboratory and the University. Administrative responsibility is subject

Ito the .tolerance of rtes constituency. It is assumed that'the procedure

A

could not long survive the effects.of judgments perceived as being in error.
.

ilk

. . -

, -
.4

f.

.

EXHIBIT I. .

Method and Criteria Used to Evaluate Research Proposals
Submitted to ARL's E/F 'Program

-Theevaluation of a research proposal isvnvessirily subjective. However,
unless the evaluating is4gone systematically, proposals can possibly be scored
high or low for wrong reasons, and, moreover, the filial score can be a function
of the passing mood of'the evaluator. In order to insure against these pos-

sibilities, a philosophy. as ad9pted, and a method arid criteria were formulated

to help assure that; -the Et rogram finally drawn woul4qconform to the philosbphy.

The adopted procedure is to assign numbers according to how well the pros.
posal meets five different criteria,,sum the.first four sets of numbere, and

multiply the sum by the fifth to getthescore. The criteria, the assigned'

numbers, end.the rationale follow..

1. Is there a student who is currently receiving E/F support and who needs to

continue intethe next fiscal year?

If yes, 5 points

If no,- -0 points
- . .

Rationale; The research isrof value to the sponeor and to ARL:only if

pursued to.a conclusive completion: Also, the support is of most Value to
::.

Penn State's graduate program if these is continuity and stability for the
graduasp student. [Renewal of a project beyond a third year, however, vrould .

. be unusual, the normal and expectedpetiod of residence for students seeking
an advanced degree, being about three years.] , .

,
...,

,I., Where is the administrative base for the research?
, .

. . .

,...
,

'
, , .

, .
.

If -external to ARL -,0 points in case po graduate student is identified
: . .

. ,

1

,

...
.:-.,

..
.

...

4'1
I.

1' oint in case a graduate s tudent is identified

.

,,,i , i
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prop6Sal rejected if no graduate student partici-
pation id intended

If internal to ARL - 3 points in case it is a degree program
No,

1, 2, or 3 points depending on the considered
value to ARL and to the principal investigator
in case the research does not support a degree.

-program

The research is considered to be'internal to if the principal

investigator owes more then 50 percent of his administrative allegiance to
ARL or if the student is a full-time regular employee. :.

Rationale: First; there is strong sentiment both with the sponsor and
with ARL:s staff that high priority should be givep to basic research, the
need for which has grown from the principally sponsored work. Thus a

definite advantage is given to ARL proposals, provided the value of the
research is visible in "the'proposal,. Within this criterion, han incentive

of 1 poiht is given to external 'proposals in tqhich a particular student

s. has been named..

3. Of how much value is the research to the U.S. Navy?

0 to.5 points, depending on judgment. An assignment of0 is accompanied
J150Y rejection of the proposal.

Rationale: Because they U.S. Navy pays for the research, no justification

of this criterion need et written.

4. What is the quality of the Fork Efoposed?

0 to 5 points, depending on judgment.

4

Rationale: ,Adjectives such as significant or trivial, definite or vague,
,specific or too general, sound or unsound are applied. Criterion #3.needs a

-; check point. A topical area and' a proposed problem in general may be of high
;,ralueto the U.S. Navy, but that is not good unless the approach is sound and

1. the task has beep narrowed to something accomplishable in a reasonable tittle.
a.

5. What,is the probability-of success?

Sum the points from criteria 1 through 4 and ripply a multiplying factor
between 0 and 1 to the sum, the factOr chosen according to judgment.

Rationale: The conclusive comaletion of a, pioject requires that the
- ,J

worKers be competent and diligent. The competency and diltgence.of the prin-
cipal investigator and of his student are considered in light of the degree

of difficulty pf the proposed task.
0

An example of the,determination of the final score is shown by substitution

of typical numbevs into a formula,"..

.
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points from . points from probability'

Final score = criterion + + + criterion x of

#1 #4 success

°

=r [5 + 1 + 3 + 4] x 0.6

7.8
11.

As it has-developed, the prOcedure has come to emhody qualities which live

1 viability, in the University:

1. Research projects are sharply defined'.
2. Each is annually reexamined and evaluated.
3. The agents responsible for judgment have immediate knowledge.of the

technology, persons, and circumstances,of all proposals.
4, The proVisions designed. to maintain equity are persuasive. ,

5. The program encourages new talent and supports graduate instruction.

The fact that a procedure has proved acceptable to the people who are affected

by it is no small item in the question of its Worth. Criteria'cannOt be absolutes.

Authority accrues to evaluative procedures through time and on the basis of 'detailed

experience.

Research Initiation Grants, Pennsylvania State University

Parallel with5the Exploratory and Foundational .awards made b3gEge Applied ..°
4

.

Research Laboratory is a program administered by'the Vice Presight for Research

and Graduate Studies'of The Pennsylvania State University and-referred to as

research initiation grants. Under this prograM, proposals are inv.ted annually

from all colleges and administrative divisions of the University, but with the

restriction that all aPplica must be faculty members with accumulated service

time in the,Universitrof less than three yea The primary function, of the

.
programjs to encourage new faculty members to define and organize their activities

in xesearehwi.thout delay.

Resources are limited; total funds available loT a typical Iiscal year are

,slightly in,e*aess of $loo,00g Grants range in magnitude from about $2,000 to

about $5,000 for the year.---_ Under the time,limieatiOns which apply, renewals are
.
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infrequent. Funds may be used for graduate assistants, travel, wages; and

construction of equipment. They may not be used for faculty salarie's or for the

replacement of faculty members who,wish relea.ked time from their normal instruc-

tional duties-, nor may they be used for seaetarial salaries.

,

initial selection .of proposals is Made within Penn State's several

colleges. Each college is allowed,a fixed maximum num ber of proposals,,fhe

number being proportionate with the size of:it6 faculty. The total number of

proposals sent forward' from the colleges each year is niblety, approximately

three times the number which can be funded.. The largest college faculty

(tRe Liberal Arts) may,submit as many as twenty proposals; the smallest

,,(Business Administration) may submit no more than three. The proposals must be

rank ordered within the college before they,are submitted for judgment by a

University-wide committee.-
.

,

The selection committee is a subcommittee of the,Administrative Committee on

Research, a,group composed of associate deans for research of all the colleges,

ectors of research_ institutes, and the staff of Office of the Vice -President

for Research and Graduate Studies. The, sUbcoMmittee of four or five members is

appointed.annually from among the members of this group.

The stated criteria by which the subcommittee selects the proposals which

are to be funded are as follows:

1. scholarly merit,
2, potential benefits to the investigator and to the University, and
3. contribution (direakor indirect) to the graduate program.

The-subcOmmittee is not enjoined to retain the proportionate distribution

among colleges reflected in the quotas of/proposals.. Nor does the subcommittee

undertake to revise the rank ordering of proposals as they are sent forward from

the colleges.

The appraisal of competitive proposals within the Colleges and their initial

rank ordering is- accomplished in a variety of ways in the several colleges, but,

°

-r
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Alb

always with participation of a committee of faculty metiers elected or otherwise

.

chosen-from Among the applicants' professional associates. The piocedure is,

thereore* , duplicative of the reviews by professional peers characteristic of the
s

national funding agencies, but it is different in that it. is local and immediate.

It'providesiaBp.curtunity for the younger faculty member,to familiarize himself With

the procedures of research budgeting,13 but with the qualification of access to his

judges and of advice and assistance from his colleagues within'his department and
4.

his college.
. iP

, '..%,

.

"Research -initiation" its a phrase of dual significance in that it refers-both
4

to the orgepized support of new research "starts" and to the encouragemenf and

training of neophyte'investigaeor\s. Continuation of projects begun under this

program requires performance which may be judged to qualify A.e--41.nvestigator for

support from other resources within the Univesity orfrom outside." This aspect

of the program, although the limitations it imposes are stringent, emphasizes a

'E.

valid point: responsible and continuing research activity cannot be sustained on

o

the basis of local reputation alone. In order to command thg resources necessary

to hif.work,.including the disposition of his own time; the individual must seek

and respect-the judgment of hiS.professional peers, whateVer their direct and per-

sonal relationship, or lack of relationship, with him may be.

publication, orof otherwise giving effective public currency to finished work, is
0

clear.

13See Exhl.bit 2, a "Check List fbr Preliminary Proposals," effeCted at The.

Pennsylvania State University on February 8, 1974% pp,26-33

S
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v EXHIBIT 2,

. A.
.

4t Suggestions for preliminary proposals
0

(Limited to Preliminary Proposals Not Requiringh,University Signatufe)

Early communication between propotsal writers and prospective sponsors is
'encduraged, including the submission of preliminary proposals not requiring
University,signature. From time to time problems have emerged in the negotia-

,tion of formal grants and \c9Sracts because of commitments--intentional or
unintentionaymade by the faculty member in the submission of a preliminary, or.
informal proposal.

In most situations, observance o t e items in the foIloWing checklist
should eliminate or at least minimize the need for substantive changes between
the preliminary and formal versions of a proposal.

1. In estimating the budget, include both fringe benefits and indirect costs
at the current levels - -call the contracts office. Prior approval from the
cognizant vice president *( continuing education, instruction, or research)
must be obtained before ether' rates are used.

2. It is expectecFthat the budget of a sponsored project will be adequate to
cover all direct and indirect costs. FOr example, salary'costs for the
principal ihvestigator and other faculty and support staff should be included
in amounts commensurate with their time commitments"td the project.

wits

3. Both the narrative and the budget sheet (if included) shoul4 state that this
document is a prelimihary proposal which has not been approved by-The Pennsyl-.
vania State University and that an official proposal will be provided on request.
Budgets in summary form are recommended; detailed budgets should be avoided,
although'they may be an important step for internal planning purposes.

4. ufore submitting a preliminary proposal to a foundation, check with the Penn
State Foundation office for current informaEion,on the foundation of interest to -

v youiregarding recent contactsoby PSF representatives and other proposals submitted
,,recently. . . .

.
1- 1 , . ,

5. Formal proposals for programs involving long-range commitment of resourcea, by
the University must be approved by. the President (policy regulations ,issued ':
July 7, 1972). Preliminary proposals for such programs must also be approved!
by the-President if they exhibit one or more-of the following characteristics:

a. a budgetf $1 million or more for the total duration of the proposed program;
b.- the establishment of a center,' institute, or laboratory;

.c: the use of University lands;
, . : . .

d, the establishment of new academic discipline areas or the establishment of
.0

,

.

new degree programs; .

e% the employment of new tenure track faculty;
.

.

f. the commitment of'de0 monies*from the University as matching funds. Advance
'approval should also be obtained from the cognizant academic adMinistrator
before committing matching monies which'are. part of an existing department, '.
college, or-established interdisciplinary unit budget. . _

,.

a
4

6. Informational:copies of prellMinary propdsals for programS'in Continuing Education
.should.he sent to the Vice President:forContinuing.EducatiOnt.

,
-,
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PROJECTS IN PROGRESS:

4

It is unusual for universities 101T their college's pr deRartments to make,
. - .0

formal ,provision for review ofkesearch projects while they are in progress:

C
Exceptions may be found, especially where extensive funding for research is

available within the resources of the institution, but the intramural "site visit%

1 , is extraordinary.
*

Informal exchanges of information and advice, occur, but'except

4.

for situations involving illness or palpable delinquency they are neither official

nor compulsory. The investigator, who does not invite attention to the substantive

issues of his work is unlikely to have attention thrust upon him., Apart from the

management of his funds, which 'is strictly supervised, his work in hislaboistory

Or off ice'can be as free from intrusion as he wishes to make it!
4.

0
This- ndependence extends from the time-of funding of the proposal to the .4

time of application for renewal or publication of results. Administrative officers,.

including deani Specifically concerned with research, 'refrain from surveillance.ol
X'

ongoing projects and from,any participation in ongoing projects other than that

'which justifies itself on the basis of mutual interest and expertise.

Publication or announcement of work in progress -- usually with brief designa-

tions of research topics, identities of researchers, and sources of funding--serve a
,

roll call function. They'are more frequent and more methodical'in fields tending

toward application, such as agriculture) and engineering, than in the more disci- .

pline-oriented fields.

External anndlincementOf work in progress also varies from field to field.

The. Science Information Exchange (SIE), which is bas4d on proposals, provides
-/

- _____I
extensive information on projects funded from.governmental sources and within the,

- ,
. .4 , '
fieldd of its coverage. The Current Research Information System (CRIS), maintain by

the Department of Agriculture, functions similarly within its fields, but with a more
t- 0,

/\ .,.,

atcomplex system for information retrieval and for updingwithin the active history i
6

--

' 0

of projects. ,The Americas Society-for'EngineerinVducation,annuaAy publishes

. .J___

a comprehensive -list of active projects. 'Researches in education ari'reported

-*See Appendix C. on administiation ofWARF funds at they University of Wisconsin.

4, 47
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through the, Educational Research Information Centers (ERIC).' In humanistic fields,

work in progress is reported on a voluntary basis and with less comprehensive

coverage.
t4A

Announcements of work in progress do net implyevaluative,judgment beyond that
o

of the Aecisiop to provide funding, nor do they characteristically provide sufficient
. / .

/ *
( . , ,. )

,

detail- to support informed judgment. The evaluatiye criterion they serve is that
:,..

-

of redundancy: theycan be used to avoid wasteful, duplication of work. They may

also. prompt co unication between researchers of complementary interests; But11111

except as indications of general activity throughout a field or a, research agency,

they have little evaluative significance.
41

Whether the individual researcher derives comfort or concern from his

0

independence' is, to a degree, a matter of temperament. Bqt4 responses are

;

-justified. It is comfortable for the researcher to work according to his own

rtromptings and without the embarrassment of intrusive surveillance: But the

implication of a deferred showdown; in ;Alia; whatever success or failure tay

accrue belongs clearly to the investigator himself, is basis for concern also.

'.-The showdowns do occur, although not always promptly. They take the fo6 of

tangible respOnses:
*

a.' from competent officials and funding agepcies.upon application for renewal
of support or for Support in a new proposal;

b. rom editors and referees upon submission of reSults fon publication,
and reviews,&complementary or contradictory publications

professional peers seeing explanation or expansion, and assimilation 'into

developmental programs, practice, or production;

c. from immediate colleagues, explicitly in terms of recommendation for, tenure,
rank, salary, work schedules ,,access to working space arid equipment, and

general supportive interest;
d. from students, as indicated by their attentiveness, quality, prior training,.

and achievement, and by the degree to Wirth their own ,work develops the '

distinctive qualities of the work to whichthey'are attracted:

All such responses are subject to delays, souse more than others, but it is

in these terms, that an individual's quality is perceived as moving from premise into

performance. The time period involved for any individual cannot be precisely

determined, although it i4 almosalways longer than the two- to five-year-dutition
.

t
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11.

of, the typical project.

,Exampleol&

Some sen of working under the conditions.which pertain maybe derived.

from th ollowing memoranda, which'were written by man for whom such conditions

.have been for several years matter of daily experience. They were written in

response to the following requeat:i4

Among the various ways in which indivqual research projects are
considered from time to time and by various'agencies, there arenbne
which clearly indicated direst, explicit, evaluative appraisal during

the course of the research itself--that is, after the funding of the lit.

project and prior to its terminal report. .

.Prefer here to in-house appraisal, but not exclusively to

in-house research. I am aware that exterdalfunding agencies use
site visits, butI am not interested in them just here., What I a
after is direct experience with whatever criticism, appraisal, or
encouragement the researcher may encounter with regard-to his project

while it is in progress. I don't expect to find fo 1 procedures or

organizations. There is some reason to suppose, hOwe ers that informal

exchanges of considerable ortance do take place--some of them with

J mmediate colleagues and som others with professionircolleagues it A

Other.institutions.

,First RespOnse:14

A

.Ai
9

T re are .twodistinct categories of response to your question. First

.
. of all, tinting (as opposed to contract) agencies such as NSF; MH,--and

NIMH, do not, tomy knowledge, engage in any monitoring of research progress

2 whatsoever. The do require an annual report, but as far as I know these,
:7
. are pimply filed. Administratively, the people in Washington whd receive-

1/
thesp report's and with whom the investiAator las contact are not qualified

. to judge their scientific merit. The scientific input must come from the

study section members who are,already so bug), with thkCorrent batch of
proposaisthat they would neither have the time nor the inclination to

.
PM..

11 monitor progress japdits or engage in any additiearinteradelon.
.....

..
, The only appraisal or scientific intaiaction would.bewhen the
applicant applies for renewal, Renewals must contain a'progress report

and this is considered very seriously in connection with any request for

additional ends. However, once the funds are awarded, there is almost

frothing the,Principal_investigator could, do which would affect. the previously
.authorized, support. .

.,' ,

14
Memorandum from.11enryL Sams, August 14, 1974.

15Memorandum from Hersdhel W. Leibowitz,, Professor of Psychology, The Pennsylvania

State-Univereity, August 16, 1974.
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This procedure contrasts sharply_with that of government contractrtype

agencies. The contract monitor becomes alipemi-active participant andnot

only monitors the research, but in some cases" makes scientific inputs whiCh

may change the course of the program. Inlone extreme case,- thellehavioral ,

Sciences Laboratory of the Army (BESRL) the monitor is a co-author'on papers

',which result from the projects. It is "as if"'the monitor were doing the

research himself, but lacking laboratory facilities, -these are supplied.by the

contractee.
-7

The BESRL proc4dure is, somewhat unusual. In,gerieral, a contract monitor

will simply check on-progress, enforce deadlines, and itt as a friendly grand-,

father with respect tO the research.

, . '

.

After writing,thismterial, I asked myself whether monitoti:ng of'reearch'

projects,or any other interaction-duiing the course of:a grant would be a

'desirable procedure. My impression is on:the negative side.' Thet'e is already

a shortage of personnel to evaluate applications, which is the m6f ritical

decision. I also think, 41ine with government sranting Policy ( A,'NSF, etc.

that the experimenter should be free to follow new leads which may deviate

significantly from the original application. I recall when NIH was first

giving grants,in the 1950's, this was'st4eci explicitly by the granting agendy.

I do not know whether it is explicit,anymore, but it is certainly'understood

that the principal investigator-is4free to change the nature of the program.

4'4
A

.,
.Intily own study. section-experience, if we had any Teservations'about the

abllitOof the-ptindipal,investigatorpcarry out a research project, we wouldl,

reduce the number of.yefts Of the award. ,This requires the ptincipal
rnvestiaatqi to retvply,and make a formal progress repOrt, so that ineffeet 1

tar
the proOtad rsi-b4ng, monitorial :43,,,. ... .;,.., ' :'-'

6

0 .a
3' ° ' % Z.). --.. ;

. . .

16
. ... .4

Second Response:
. - t

sf?,-
o ,(1, ,., . '... .

.

Thank you for the o4ortulaftto pr Vi4e input to,. your repOrt-to,NSF
, A ,.,

.

concerning qualitv of research'.' aansw r,,ya qUrApAstion:as,concisely as

,possible, it would be my mpresslornn th' ilysederAl Where principal invest ',.c,

tigators on research projects are-,c61 rtie4 tlwre"wOuld,not be an; explicit -,-

evaluative appraisal- during the coot o he.research prior ioits,termina-
.

tion. Having made that statement, no* pe hapd,I,fright qualify it with a
...number of4situations with which Iiam familiar in which a aperture from this

procedure occurs. i '

'ot..A ',
Ilk. -

,,..

cil.

. In situations where. principal investigators rely heavilyvih graduate

students to perform the research function Coincident with their degree' '

requirements, Pnumber of departments require that a formal presentation

be made to a selected a9ademic committarconceVning the nature of the research,

the procedures to be followed, methods bf-analysis,,to be employed, and-some

perception as to the anticipated results,, the program: Subsequent, to.

this preliminary proposaI'meeting, committee meetings may be held\slurrn the

courseqf the study (usually at the dispietion of the-principal investigator)

and of courseav'final meeting' isheld tolevaluate the adequacy.a the research.
,

16 Memorandumlrom Archlej,. McDonnell, PrOfesstr of'Civil'Engineering,T,Ix;stitute 0.,

for Research on Land and Water Re ources; The: Peimsylvania.Atate University,

August 16, .1974.
. , . .: ''.

. i
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Althoughfit these situations it is a graduate student'making the*presenration,
he is in many cases acting as a spokesman'for the principal investigitor,
especially if it i$ an-outside:funded research project. -The researcher.
therefore has gained some significant,feedback and evaluation during the
course of the study: This is a reasonably good approach but one that I
understand is not followed by all dep tments at the University.

In order to eyaluate on a timely bagcs the workings of our92.n program
at the Insbitute,,ige make an annual evaluation of the progress of

,

ail

researchers who are funded through our programs. In this review' we look
primarily at the researchers' apparent movement toward some prestated research
goals.. We watch primarily for petiods of stagnancy (which can be reflected
by lack of, publications, lack. of proposals in the area of research being-

-*studied, lack,of inventiveness iniiidentifying new slants to an old problem)
but do not necessarily attempt to characterize the quality of the work being
performed.

The time for evaluation ofresearch'quality usually comes at the
termination of a study'when a-technical completion report is-prepared: All
studies produced in our research publication series are reviewed by appropriate
personnel at the Institute and AUgments are made as to the suitability of
the reports for publication. Of coursd subsequent peer review is always given
with publication af,research results in refereed journals. If,one is willing,

to adopt a fairly long baselength'of time for the'evaluation ofthe quality,'
of a research pro!rame, then review of published technical reports is a viable
method of evaluation even though the research contract may be terminated. Most
projects that we interface with are for'durations averaging two years. However,
at the. end of this time, and with the filing of a technical research report,
if the sponsors find it adequate to their, needs they are usually encouraged
to support further stndies in the area. To my knowledge -n' -research problem,

has been solved in one.two-year period. I believe NSF functions this way in
fact I have heard that 70-percent of their annual-research funding goes to
continuations of proposals or projects they have funded in the past: With
this lengthened timebase, evaluation of the finalized research report can be

signifficant.

)

. 4

In an attempt to promote an evaluation of research efforts during the
course of a study, we have at the Water Center adopted a policy that all, -

federal projects funded by us have attached to them liaison representatives
. .

from potential user groups such as.the state agencies. We require that

researchers funded through our federal program meet with these representa-
.,o4

tives peribdically so that a review of. the prograi progress can be maintained.
;Although this is hot necessarily peer group review, it does keep some of.our
people on a realistic.track so that any potentially usabld results they may
generate can be picked up readily and implemented.,

<
There is a research situation that exists at this University that lends

itself very readily to continuing evaluation oi..reseaich quality prior to
termination of a retearch grant. In all the multidisciplinary-projects (thOse
,utilizing numerous principal investiggtors on a research team) that I have

.

been involved with over the years, it has become apparent that the creation of
such-a team effort automatically dictates a constant evaluation and monitoring
ofrindividual researchers'- efforts. This is brought about by the fact that
interdependenqes exist between the individual researchers, in many situations
one researcher relying on another's data input; and such interdependencies
require that research procedures be explained and documented among the individuals w

4

\.J

a.
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1.4
C.

so that a body of confidence can be developed in the ultimate output.
a recently completed study performed for NSF RANN, the interaction:among
the individuals was superior, leading to a constant reappraisal of
methodologies, %continuing review of data inadequacies and finally a cross-
pollination of expertise. from various disciplines. If properly handled
sdch teas efforts,can be extremely rewarding'and are most amenable to_.
ongoing evaluation of research quality, since the individual researcher
must be constantly'on his guard to perform at his best ability.

4,
Example 2: 'The National Bureau of Standards, Institute for Basic Standa s.

The information summarized in this Example was derived from experience in

a national laboratory. Its pertinence to intra-university considerationsderives
4

41111*

from As attractiveness fpt administrators responsible for large-scale research

activities, whether they work in niversities or elsewhere. pefinitive, cdm-

mensurate evaluations of research projects apd programs are eminently desireable

and necessary. But the Example illustrates also the concern by no means

-peculiar to academic.situations, that through excessive systematization judgment

may become Procrustean.
-Tv

. During the spring of 1974 the procedure described below was tested experimentally

at the Ingtituie for Bsic Standards at Boulder, Colorado, a laboratory of the

NatiOnal Bureau of standards (NDS). It 4s the'prpduct of planning and investigation'

under the direction of John T. Hall, Chief, Management and Organization Division,

.Natio nal Bureau of Standards, and it is to Dr. Hall that we are indebted 6,ag

I

_
. * \

. information on the progress of the study.
1

Thq project was initiated and its outlines stated in a'draft.document entitled
)

"Prospectus for Exideriment.in PrOductivily:Neasurement" -(April 11, 1972). From
.

,,...,,
:.

this prospectus it is apparent that in Wition to iota own concern/f4r accountability

in all its operations, the NBS was subject oto inquiry from such agencies as the

ffice of Management-and Budget the General Accounting Office, and the Civil
I

.

, .

Service Commission. Prior to the institution of this project NBS's response to

such inquiries had been that its activities pl research and development werenot

susteptible to measurement. This response, 1ccording to the.prospectus,'I;ras"derived

*
Completed December 16, 1974! Productivity'Measurement in R & D A Iplacorp na A

Productivity Experime t (tEomi) in SeleeteRer,cirel_RFfent Programs at
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intuitively from what we assume would'be tHe result's of any attempt to

measgre our products" and appears for the time to have beeaccepted,

41 ".though reluctantly."

The investigation was begun with the understanding that no satisfactory

system for measuring.the productivity of research programs ha previously

0
been developed and that7"application of methods for determination of

research activity is quite different from that used fdr ior 'conventnal

sctiyitieS" (Prospectus, p. 6). _More specifically,' the proposed system

should:

1. take cognizance of qualithtive and subjective] elements' of the
work,

2. consider social and economic impait of the work as well as its
technical quality,

,3. establish objectives and schedule milestones against which results
may be appraised, and

4. provide a 'technique for evaluating and normalizing the measurements
themselves.

The subjects of the experiment were to-be research programs (collections

-

of research projects),withinthe operations of*the gBS and would be restricted)-
,

for reasons of timeand staff, to a maximum of eighiprograms. However,

for purpose of testing the evalUation procedure, all twenty -eight programs
4*.

in the five divisions of the laboratory at Boulder were included: The
A ael

chiefs of the T4ive technical divisions of the laboratOry at Boulder

participated actively in the development of the criteria and procedures for

.evaluation which were -to be applied to the programs under their supervisioll.

Their active cooperation, and that of their stiffs, was an essential condi-

tion

414.

tIon of the experiment.,

The division chiefs are themselves technical experts; generally familiar

with each of the program-areas and accustomed to thdtformal and informal

accretion of Value judgments with respect to relarch icitheirown divisions.

5.3
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'SO

The situation which emerged in the couise of the experiment was novel,

however, in tV, sITLIWIrtjag,director. *Of- the laboratory, all file of the

divisional,chiefs were involVed.in formal,evaluat on of each other's is

.-.-, well as of their own programs.

?,

The review applied to programs in progress'on a confirming basis..

Projects still,ini)roposal stageand others complete or nearing completion

might enter into the examination., but the central focus was on activities

whose outcomes were as yet unknown and in which' problems retail ed as problems.

o

The review was therefore comparable A timing with that which occurs whelp

investigators*propose renewal or extensioti of projects approaching the

end of their initialls,defined terms. Concern for this emphasis and focus
Jr.

is apparent in the nature of the concise set of criteria devised-for the

evaluation. The criteria are here quoted'in the form17.1n which:they

were initially and-experimeritally applied.S

17 1'

S"4ee Exhibit 3, pp. 46...
4

;

S

This form remains unmodified in thefinial repot.
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Program

Presenter

Rater

EXHIBIT 3.-

'Criteria-for EValuation: Value Analysis

*AV

,

1. RELEVANCE TO NATIONAL NEEDS

4, 4. 'Primary legislative responsiVilityi
Does-the program promote national capabilityfor
physical measurements to the accuracy or precision-

,

needed?

b. National goals and needs of society:
- r

-.

Are the significance and urgency of the'pro-blems 7
addressed great in terms of their impact on the

. nation? ° .

c. Payoff: ... ........ .. . . - :

Are the anticipated outputs significantlygreater
than anticipated inputs?

d. Leverage- %

Can NBS have a unique and substantial impact on
the problem? Wno is waiting for the results?

. --What will they mean to him?

00

E
P.,

0 'coot3 0 $4
0 0 W

(

2. INSTITUTIONAL HEALTH

,44
a. Probability of success

Is the problem,well analyzed? Does past perforMance

.point toward success? TO what extent is the field ..

ripe for exploration? .

b. Resources:
Do the'funds, leadershipr'snd technical capabilities
exist. to support such a resdarch effort?

.

c. Technical merit:
?4hat is the technical quality of:the output? ,Doos,

Aheprogram.enhance NBS stature? Does,the program

draw from or contkibute to otter fields?

k

0

Staff welfare:
Is there oppOrtunity for-desirable ciividual growth?'

Development of new skills? ;Opportutlity for
scientific contribution?-

3. Rate the quality of the presentation'

4. Rate the extent to:which the quality of the presentation may

-- have effected- yOur eValuatIon: - . . .

5. Rate your technical knowledge of the field or program area

covered, the presentation: ,. .

46 5.5
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a

The procedure used was that of oral ptesentation by first-line supervisors

addressed-to NBS's executive board and other officials, including the five

....divisiots ch4 ark theNdirector of the laboratory: Supervitors had. been informed

. *
of their responsibilitiy to make the presentations eight to ten weeks prior to the

( '4

time at which they were scheduled. Some statistical handouts Were prepared; as
',.

.10- ,

.. were,sirch aidsas_slides, flip'-charts, and otherceXhibits. Approximately twenty

.

AO

.

:
minutes were scheddled for-each.presentation, with time for questioning afterward..

The seven members.of. the reviewing panel markked the form independently., and

the results were tabulated. No weighting scheme was eSlip Several: plausible

weighting schemes were tentatively applied to the data after they were tabulated, -.

1

but no significant change in thp.generatranking of programs occurred because.of

.. 4d different schemes.' At the present stage of the investitatioil, it appears,

4

' unlikely that weighting will prove useful.

Although this partidular application of the reviewing procedure was'explititly

intended to test the means of measurement and,not to measure the Programs themselves,

. t
the experimental results prompted an immediate revision of organization within the

,laboratory, including the actual closing out'of some activities. in..4his instance,
7 ,

at ay rate; the people in'the programs proved attentive to the results*of their
o

-ftr

on review. The response suggests that the people immediately involved petceived

the review procedure as having validity.

... f."' .../

Responsible adiinistrators of research in a university situation proved,. when_

questioned about the Boulder experiment, to be less sanguine. They invited
S.

, ;attention to the following qualifying circumstances:

1. The Boulder review involied components of a total research pfigPam.,
tSL.,

funded under a single annual appropriation. The character#stic research .

program of d'university,or of One of its :colleges, is an amalgam of ,.

projects individUSlly furl:tied and budgeted, and capable of great dOersIty.
Z. 'interrelationships among.persons, from ben9h scientist to director,'in a

- laboratory like that atBoulder are bf.a king and staff order, with a
specific sense of common mission(in research. In a'university the

lkhierarchy of research authority is related primarily to-intellectual

47
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disciplines 'and,onlY secondarily to icula vestigative missions.
This, difference arises from- the commitment of the university to instruction.

18

The Importance which in a university may be attached to these distinctions is

apparent in-the following paragraph from a memorandum (June 3; 1974) written by

)

Maurice E. Bell, Associate Dean'for Research in the College of Earth and Mineral

Sciences; The Pennsylvania State University:,

. . . the mogt:important purposes of academid research are-to create new
knowledge to be used in teaching students and'to insure that the teacher is
abreast'of.the developments in his field; to increase the eminence both of .-

the individual faculty member and the institution as a whole and thug to attract
the most promising students and to instruct them with authority; to provide the
backgraund and competence whereby faculty members may speak with authority in -

public affair and contribute substantially. to tfieSplution of public problems;' °

and to provide thesis topids and financial Support for gtaduate students, which
the University, becise of. its meager financial support from the state for
this.purpose is unaae ye provide. All of these activities are enhanced to
the exteht that the UniVetsity cieates.And maintainsa strong, free; -hd
independent faculty who are capable of initiative in, each of their activities
and of self-evaluation 'bf their accomplishment. It is ptecisely these charac-
teristics which would be damaged most by close supervision of the fgCulty by
representahives, of the University administration, or by direction oftheir
research from aboVe, or by superficial evaluation of the results by persons

of
whbm the faculty do not feel to be qualified. for this function.

.

.0°

Similarly papl.Ebaugh, 4ssocidte:Dean for

The Pcnncylvania State Siniversi,ty, asks: "Why

Research in the College of Engineering,
f

are we interested in criteria? Would
. . , ..

every resbarch prajectbe subjec&ili such a check-off?" In a second memorandum
,. ,. .

(June'5.1974)r he
i

say's: - '

The research mission ofba university.is much more diffuse and covers
a vastly greater spectrum of disciplines [than that at' Boulder]. Briefly,

. it is to analyze-and,buifld upon -(or add' to) all aspects of human knowledge.
',Because of this breadth, it is impossible to gather, together a review 'team
dapple of objectively feViewing and criticizing the scholarly pursuits of

, . --4.--..
.- \ I

. .
. .

18-k-,o /these. observAtions Dr. Hall responded as-follows (mmorandum of July 19, 3974):
'I would like to point out a misunderstandineabout the nature.of our Boulder'Programs

,

'.it . . The Boulder components .coyered in the review do not represent atotS1
research program funded undera single annual appropriation. In fact the Boulder
programs'are diversified and are dependent upon approximately different
sources of funding. Also.... .one of the critical management problems of Boulder'
stems 'frogl the lack of,,,a-sens, of common mission in research w*th a wide range.'

covered from basic research inthelaDqratory AstrophysicaDivision, which ig part.
of t=he-3oint Institute'of Laboratory Astrophygics with thA University of Colorado, '
to calibrat1. 6ns'aervice in theElectromagnetIce DIA/I.:slop."

o

_
d 1 I. 41
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S
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all its professors. 14.-- Certainly no single set of criteria be'established
which will determine the usefulnegs of all researchprojects, basic and applied.,

Both of these responses refer ko the implication of a uniform application of
- .

evaluative criteria to an entireuniversit or to an_entire college Such as the

two which their authors represent, both of which are actively engaged in extensive .-

and diverse research activities. Exceptional situations'within a university may
> .

invite codified criteria.- As Dean,Ebaugh observes, ". . . the Boulder Laboratory

criteria are not unlike those used by the Office of the Vice'Presideat for.Research

4

and Graduate Studies in

intercollegiate nature.

consideiing new centers institutes, or laboratories of an

, 'I

Thus a specific instance of formal research evaluation appears to have been at

least initially acceptable a nd effective for a group of a Scientists in one situation,-

but quite'unacceptable-eo,scientists of eompar'ab le probitylin another. Dean Belli

,

conclpdesthat "those who,would not care.to accommodate their research careers to
.

the whims'ofthe institution and to the national goals and-needsof society as',
0. 0

perceive by the university administration would go elsewhere if they could:"

What success the Boulder experiment may have with those outside the National .

. .

Bureau of Standards who would monitor'the Bureau's, research, whether through the

propod procedures a less reluctant "acceptance may be won, remains, of course, to

be seen. Viewed as a paradigm of formal research evaivation", the BOulder experiment

-,,

illustratea the interplay of pressures and.sanctiobs whichithrough various means
..*/. 1 -1 ' , -, .1

apply to organized resear ch, whatever the situation in which it is undertaken. The

. ,

piincipal ground-of agreement, on, which no differences pplie4r, is that whatever.

% 4... : .

'errors Of judgment or procedure may .tend to dilute or deter the advancement of
.

.

- .I

.
,

.. . _ .

knowledge should be isolated and corrected.. The perception of what errors Srthid
- . I.'

kind are most to be feared varies with differing po nts of view..
6

.,
/

i.".,,,,
-"To this#,observation Dr, Hall responded as folloWs-Nemorandum of July 19, 1974):

, objectively reviewing scholarly "research pursuits would'prove false in the event of

"1 think., the assertion that it impossible to gather a review team capable of- ,.

a-cOmpetent tria1. it

,
,

., /..

NO.
\'

I

,,

/
A 9. 8 . ,.
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PROGRAMS:

Beyond the appraisal of individual persons and'proposals,,the scale on
.1

.
.

.

which organized evaluative procedures been most frequently undertaken .

-
1

.
:,4....within universities is that of the program, Used in this sense, program 'denotes .,"

cluster of related instructional and/or research activities drawn together by,

1
common intellectual and professional interests and established with some degree-of

administr4ive autonomy. It may correspond with a department; it may occur within

a department; and it may consist inter-departmentally or inter - collegially of

I.
aledefft-6 from a number of departments. It is overt in the sense of the Greek terms

.
.

. . .

in writing. LEs integrity is usually
.

fromwhich it deriVeg--a public announcement
el.

recognized in institutional budgets. ,

An intensification of internal evaluation has taken,place in American4univetsitles

-.4 quite rcently, 20 and i has been focused on programs. 4 number of reasons why this
.g

emphasis has occurred may be speculatively'offered:'

.1. The sCope of program.review does not greatly exceed that of technical
-understanding which may be egpectea of aresponsible administrative officer.

'2. Program review corresponds roughly with the'familiar7patterhs of accredits-
tion.by professional associationsan0 their agencies and wits the continuing
self-appraisals of disciplinary departments..

e

,
"For examples see: 4

,
*

#4. Budgeting and Resource Allocations at Princeton Univeq#y,Report of a
,Demonstration Project Supported by the F9rd Foundation, June 1972.

b. Harold W. Hake, "Council onProgram Evaluation (COPE) Explained," Campus Report;
Office of the dhancellor, University of Illinois at Urbana-ChaMpaigh).Vol. 7, ',

No. 6, March 19A
- .

-

.
.-.

, . -

:.,
c: "Five-yearoRevieW ofGraduate Programs," with memorandum (Aughst ,20.,

.
1971) from

Michael J. Pelczar, Jr., Vice President for Gradhate Studies and Research,
University ot Maryland, College Park, Maryland.

. . --0...... .

a. "Policy and Procedure for Review` of Graduateaegree Programs," with memorandum ,--

(August 23, 1971) from Frank Johnson, Dean of the 'Graduate School, University
of Utah, SaltLike City, Utah. ,

,,-. .. . . . ,

,T, "Accountability and Educational Criteria: University Planning for-Selective
Growth,P with memorandum (July 22, 1971) from Malcolm Moos, President, University
of Minnisota,., Minneapolis; Minnesota,

..

' f. Comparable developments in Canada are tetiecfedin The Firsj Three Years of, '- ---
.Appraisal of Graduate Programs. Ontario Council on Graduate Studies, Toronto 1970. ,

. ,

50
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.

.

3.- It corresponds with fiscal categories closely enough to permit practicable-
recommehdatiods'Of constructive economies and reallocations of resources.

e
4. It permits consideration of instructional and research objectives without .'

ftejudice to eitiler and with understanding of relationships between the
two.

0
5. It does not necessarily come into direct conflict with; at the One , -

extreme, career decisions affectim insdividuals and, at the other extreme,
with broadly conceiVet institutional policies.

.
. .

.

6. It is- informed by and supplements the provisions for evaluation of science
and scientific manpower afforded by national agencies.

'':t

. Alm*leie reasone:rren&olrs,might be suggested-,-have led to a proliferation of
.

....
,organized reviews of programs at a number o4 universities and elsewhere On a state-

,

or. system-wide basis, most markedly during recent years when the necessity for

institutions to 4ccommodate their development to level or diminishing resources has
,

0

become increasing y apparent. L''''

, .

The purpose of program review is to-support informed decisions on the que'SiiOn.
''''

... ,*,
. . .

.

.

.C
.

of what institutional commitments should be entered into or rein orced and by this4

means to improve institutional value.

-Stated in the broadest terms, the criteria upon, which such decisions are based

;'are of three kinds:

1. the program's intrinsic quality; its inteliecttral integrity,,accuracy, and
productivity;

2. its relationships with adjacent programs and contribution to, the parent,
Arinstitutionres a %Mole; and

3., its utility an d effectiveness for society at large.

Specification of these generalized cri te ria to particular programs produces consid-
r

erable variation of phraseology and emphasis, as well as sharp differences in the
'W '7.

relative importance' assigned to the three general areas of concern.. Insofar as

program review can obviate confusions of this dort.and produce an Institutional
. .

'
.

capacity for self=- criticism, it will have met the, xpectations which appear to have

led to its institution and to. the remarkable investment of labor and thOught which

.
ti

.6 0 -r'j
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4

university faculties and administrations, as well as 'governmental agencies, have

made iti it. ,

Characteristic of program review uherever it has-been used as a forthal pro-
.

cedure is, its involvement of critical points of view related to but removed from

those of the program itself. If the "peer group" is defined as consisting of

. ,

persons of professional and disciplinary characterinenticarwith that toward

rwhichthe program is directed,then program review is not exclusively a "peer

group" review. The critical view may be typified as'that of "related fields,"

"cooperating programs," or "academic neighbors." It is a "user's", point of view,

but with technical understanding lower by a single magnitude than that which the,

program itself professes. Such review cannot analyze proposals emanatingfrom a

program with the thoroughness expected of competent peer *group teams. This is.

a deficiency only in thesense thatt restrains program review. committees from 4-

4
,undertaking,to dupliCate or replace the function's of specialized peer group review.

- .

The individual researcher whose program is under,review does mit confront expert

and detailed analysis of his work. He.does confront competent apiraisal of the

impact of the,program with which he is identified upon its appropriate community,
. -

locally and nationally defined, and of his particular contfibutio'n to'it.

)406This aspect of program re-View is gfected by the emphasis placid in any

par+cular institution upon the employment_,Of reviewers who are not members of the

institutional faculty. "Internal review" isthought of as depending primarily upon

judgments derived from persons in related fields within the institution. "External

review" requires the-enlistment of authoritative opinion from off campus.. The

advantages and disadvantages of both emphases are -.extensively debated, but

there appears to be no ground on which either can be,preferred to t he exclusion of

.7

the other. The result uniformly has been compromise. In general, compromise has' .

not taken the form of mixing internal and external participants in a single review qt.

team, but of using internal and external teams to inform, correct, and counterbalance

one another.
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Review procedures+have been organized at some institutions on an administrative

I .

base. At others they are established by the authority of the faculties themselves.

Here again there has been extensive debate resulting in coppromise. The functions
. s

implicit in program review invOlVe all elements of a university, and individual

responsibilities, whether they be administrative or"otherwise, are accentOated byo

. rits effects.
.

.

.Example. 1 cited below Incorporates provision for location of'authority,
I

appropriate agencies, and broad criteria applicable to the entire range of the

university activities. It pertains to organizational provisions only, not to

operational performante:

By way of explanation, the Graduate Council of The Pennsylvania State University

is an elected body of forty-four memberi ()nclUding five graduate
,

students) which

represents the Graduate Faculty of approximately 1,600 members. Chaired bY

Dean of the Graduate School,-the Council acts on behalf of the Graduate Eatulty as

a whole and subject to its approval. The recommendatiOn quotebelow were adopted

by the Graduate Council on May 2, 1973, ,and reviewing'subtommittdes were first
. ,

conVened in January 1974. . .
.1 . .

. -
--.-

.

Example 2 consists of criteria suggested by a university official with central.-

administrative.responsibility for nineteen interdisciplinary research programs. its

applicability extends to any organized academic program in which research is an-

important factor.
A.

Example 1: Procedure for Continuing Review and Evaluation of Graduate Programs-

The following pro edures were recommended to ehe Graduate Council of The

,-',- ..,,.,
Penns vania State Uni rsity in response to an action of the Council at its meeting\

,,

on January lf, 1973. that action an da hoc committee was formed, and charged

as follows:

62
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II

,

In keeping with the goals of the University and those of the Graduate Schobl:

1. Yrepare a plan for program review; and

2. preparg a phasing scheme for implementation of theplan
if this is felt td be necessary.

The report which follows consists of the following parts:

II
1. principles and purposes;

I -

.

. 2. a definition of agencieS; y

11'

3. procedural rules and schedules;

'II
4: suggested,criteria;

5. recommendedguid lines.for program profiles.

I
1. Principles and p0-611es:\

....

a. A bondition of effectively maintaining and develOping a graduate
school of.professional qualityjs a continuous
programs%

ontinuous monitoring of individual
p

.

b. Such monitoring requires:competence appropriaie*to the programs under
review, inciUding the competencies of related departments and the

I

Graduate Faculty'as a whole.

c.' While consultation with agencies external to the Graduate School and
to the University will frequently prove desirable and at times necessary,
the fundamental responsibility for judgment is internal,to the Graduate

II

. Faculty. : -

. .

.

iv
. k ,

d. AdjustmentOK;ademic judgments to fiscal necessities will remain 'a
responsibility of the acadeMIC deans and for this reason program

Il
. \evaluation in the Graduate faculty, insofar as,it affects fiscal

dispostions, will be.an advisory-function.
, J

I
e.

I.4160n.

ft
f. tview procedures will sufficiently flekible to-permit address either

'to single programs or to combinations programs'fromimoredepartments,
colleges, or other administrative groupi s than one.:

' k

As an advisory function, program evaluatiOnwill be public in the-sense
that it will at all points be,conducted with the furl,knowledge of and
participation,by,the agencies under examination, including the cognizant.
deans'and directors, and it will be_conlrolled by recognized rules and'

,criteria. r
. . ,

2. Adefibition,of agencies:

a. The key reviewing agencies will be program subcommittees convened by
the.Dean's'Administrative Committee forProgram Review (to be described
below) and consistingof members seleced as:follows:

-

.11
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(1) one representative of the.Dean'of the Graliate School;
I

(2) one representative of the deans -or director responsible for

the program under, review; this;representative may not 64

a member of the faculty under review; where more than one ,'
. .

_
dean odirector is cognizant each will designate a .,.

-,

Ni
,

representative; and : .

.

(3) representatives of the graduates faculties of'from two to . .

five related fields) as selected by the Deah's Administratisie, 4
.,, Committee in consultation withthe persons in charge ofthe

II
program or'programs under-review'andWith the' approval of_the

cognizant dean.

..III

.
b. Prograil subcommittees will report o the Standing Committee on

Programs and Courses with cop es to the cognizant deans.
. "'-..

c. Program subcommittees 411 have staff.supporr frOm the Office of
the Dean of the Graduate School, from the'nrograms under review,

t-

--s. - an4 m the cognizahf deans.
.

II
d. The Dean's Adminitrative Committee for Program Review wilt consist

of the following persons:

c (1) the Associate Dean for Program Review;
,

,

di

,

11

r -
J.\

(2) the chairman of the,Standing Committee on Committees and Procedures;

(3) the chairman of the Standing Committee on Academic Standards; and
. ,

(4) the chairman of `the gtandfng Committee on Programs and%Goursls.

e. The Standing Committee on Program.4.and Courses will receive the reports.
of the program subcommittees, disCuss the full report with the cognizant
deans, and, with or without endorsement, convey the reports to the

Graduate Council.

3. .Procedural rUfes and schedules: 1
a. Reviews of existing programs'will be instituted by the Dean's Administrati e

'
.'Committee for Program Review in accordance with:-

,,,, ,

. ,

(1) a rotating schedule which includes all graduate programs within

a five-year period:
CI

(2) .recommendafion by the 'Dean of the Graduate School when the

Standing Committee on Academic Standards

.

concurs that such

.recommendations 'are-justified;,and .

-.

(3) the conditions which,will occasion minimum duplication. of effort ._-

on'the part of faculties, deans, and directors of PrOgrams,whomayil
from time to time be'reiponsible to other reviewing agencies.

c

,-, _ '

6 4
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/
b. 'Tor-the. purposes Of review, "existing programs," will be understood

as programs which have hadat least five years of experience sub
sequent to their authorization.

c. Program subcomMittees will normally he active for the period of
one.term, but will be identified and announced to the Graduate
Council with one termof preparatory lead time. ,

a

d. Program subcommittees will be informed as indicated in item 5 below
throUO: 4

(1) information prepared b'y thel)ffice of the Dean of the Graduate
School;
e

,(2) information supplied by the erson in charge and the dean or
director of the program un r review;

.

(3) information/from members of the faculty, students, and _graduates,
'through scheduled meetings, correspondence, and consultation
subject only to the restrain* oefair-and responsible procedure
and.the_legitimacy of evidence;

(4) reports of external accrediting teams when such reports are
regularly received and can be made available b the Dean; and

(5) appraisals by qualified specialists at Other institutions when
in the judgment of the cognizant.deans, theDeaa!s Administrative
Committed, and the program subcommittee such appraisals are -found
in4ispensable. In general, it wi.21 be assumed thaeconsultation
with specialists,outside the University should be reserved for
situations of appeal, when cognizant deans dissent from the
reports of program subcommittees.

1,

e. Reports of Evaluating team will consist of

(1) a full report of program evaluation including all descriptive
and oth, data,;

. r,
,'

., (2), .statement of Tecommendations in twocategories(a) those
/essential to the futUre-improvement of the program, (b) those
helpful buchot'necessarily critical to program improvement;

(3) 'the Evaluating team should rate the program as superior, strong,
reasonably good, average; weak; or_however its judgment dictates
relative to specificstandartis,and explanations contained in its

report.

f. Based upon,the report of the Evaluating team, the Standing Subcommittee

on Program and Course Review and Evaluation will make a recommendation .

.6. the Graduate Council, through the Committee on Program and Courses, '
about the future of the program.in terms of its qu , and/or the
importande of'its-contribution to the University's mis ion.

a
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g. When'discussion of reports by the Standing Commit2 bn Programs and

. ,

Courses and the cognizant...dee:is' results in additional information or

comment, the additional materkafizill be appended-to the report with

indication of its source. o

.h When the cognizant dean tlectsto dissent from the,,report of the program

subcommittee, the full report,, with addenda, will be submitted to the

Graduati Council by the Standing Committee on Programs andCouises.

When there.is no dissent/, the summary report only will be submitted to

,
thGraduaee Council.

4. Suggested criteria:
, )

a. The quality of the faeulty and of the program of graduate instruction,

as they canbe inferred from Ithe record of producti n the field,

the views of faculty members in related disolplin s, and ,a available

evidence based on the opinions and 'experiences o graduate students

: .,

b. The number and quality of-students who have applied forgraduate study-,

in the field, who have accepted,admission; who are enrolled, and who

have completed the program. - ' -

411
"

c. The national contribution of programs, vfdwed in the context, of other

.
Strong programs, whether or not they are operating at their desirable

. size, and, in genexal, whether suspension or curtailment of a program

would have a seriously adverse effecton opportunities Tor graduate'

study generally.. , R f.

11

d. The comparative advantage of Penn State in
,

the fieldthat-is, the .'

ability of Penn StateAo make a particular contribution trthe field

in question because,Of special factors Iuch as long tradition of

]

pod work in the. subject, unusualli-strong. library/or laboratory . ,

facilities, advantageous elationships_with agencies of education,

.
industry, government, etc.'exteirfal to the Univeisity, and so on,

,
4

e. Thelnteractions.between graduate study in tht field in qUestion,and

---""
geeduatewark and scholarship in other fields at Penn State, and.the

-- likely effects'of curtailing work in-the field on other prOiiams,

is

faculty members, and students. ,_ .

f. The interaction 1ptweeh graduate s udy *the field and the.quarity II
.. .

and variety of undergraduate ofe6rin s'i the same and related fields.-

The costliness of work in the field, measured in-terms of instruction

costs, student support, librarycosts, space cosiscand,So on.

5. ecommended-guidelines for prbgram profiles 'are: 21
-

21ttem

Program sheets frOM Graduate School Term Repots.from Simmer 1972":

onward including:

a, b, c, and part of d can-be rou 1..ely supplied by the Graduate-, chool.

756 6 .
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(1) .names of graduate-students enrolled term by term;

12) their craft status;

3,4 the types of appointments which they hold; and.

(4) their payroll,budgets indicated by number.

b. Titles of theses and dissertations from 1970 onward, With.names of
preceptors, and with reports of.readers when such reports are
available!

f
7. 7'4'

c. Names of recipients of doctbrates since 1965 and the inEormation Which
available on their subsequent careers.

d. Faculty involved (total and FTE).

e.. Faculty strength:

(1) publications arid/Or other indications of professional productivity.; '

(2) textbooks andpopufat ar ticles;
-

(3) .profesiional societiesr'officeishiPs, awards;

(4) consultantships; paid and public service; and

, (5) honors and'special achievements...,

f:. Researci art for the faculty, prorated to .FTE involvement:-

(1) from external Sources; and

2) from internartinivirsity sources.

- .0

g. Maturity and de,e1OpMenof,the program: o V

0

"kb. (1) number andlocation of othef comparable Programs;
, . of ,,

1(2) subfields within the progtam.; ..

Y o
0

v *

(3) related, supporting, and-dependent programs.Athin the University; ;

. ,

(4) summary ofttburses offered within the program with enrollment
histories;--an4 . .,, .

.
,( .

.(5) summary. of course Changes, additions, 'apd,deletiohs through the
. past ten yeark. ..,. "

4,0,' ,

0

58
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Example 2: Some Criteria.for,thealuation of Organized Research PrOgrams
22'

The memorandum quoted-below reflect the experience of an academic adMinis-.

trator responsible4or a number of 14bgrami oriented primarily to research. (See

above, p. 27, note f0a).(Responsibility of nip' kind incluEee the preparation,

negotiation, and ledificationof budgets; and thus implies a degree of control

A 4over.theidisposition of Institutional resources. Such offices are appropriately
,

termed administrative, rather than Managerial, lot-they do not confer authori

to cancel or curtail commitments previously entered into lorto infringe upon

adjacent programs. Their influence is effectiVin the redisposition of wha er

fraction of total pertinent /resoiirces may at any time become disengaged, in

the application of efforts to acquire new resources4 and in the djustmentdf

activities to aiminish resources. The relatipnship betlfen 1 ab6ve,

.

and Example 2 tit here parallels the relationsh p,between an academic governing,

Ibody,, in this instince the'Council of a Graduate Faculty, and a responsibleadminis
. s...

.

.

trative/ Officer.
)

, ... .

.-. ,
As promised some time-ago;, Vagreed-to:list my ,p criteria for the

evaluationof organized research'in a Oniversity.,:t r des() i4th,some knowledge
ofd the risks involved and an a4areneps thet-sAeralof the ideas -are unpopular in
certain parts of,the University. However, only when , individuals are

willing to reveal,st'list, define, discuss and collate their "prejudices," can we

arrive at aiworking set of standaraeo shtisfyothe current need. Surely such a

*t set of criteria each with a brief' rationale, go far to assute an eve handed
4 .. 4

appraisal of organized research not only by'an evaluating committee but b)\ the

person or personswho must finally make budgetary decii3ions. ./ .. . . ,

,.,

.

. .

It is desirable,to,distinguish the criteria to.be applied to a ptpgram from
those thatmighf be used to evaluate the research per se br tfi;feseatchers. The

latter are more likely to be subjective and are'best applied in a peer group evalua- e'
tion as suggested.by Professor,LieDowAz (pp: 29 -30) ,

.4

.
,

The f011owing list has no priority order: ,

v ,E, ..0 , '4.-

I. Contribution to the, Graduate Program of the# University

(a). Number of terms of graduate students. support each year and'dollar 1 J

.1ilialue of stipends, gtants-in-gid for gradfiate students.
.

(b) Number of graduate students for whom tile facultyin the research Of4s
program'serve qs advisors or committee airmen: Number of faculty

i'l- .

A members servinon graduate student committees. Student-credit-hours

.
,. generated Apeaculty.in 600 courses. .

,

.
(c) gist of 'graduate students receiving direct aid frdm theprogfaln-

. .

. .0

resources-supplies, equipment, travk and other researdh-e-Apenses.
Dollar value of this contributionto'phe graduate *grain. r _ '

,.. .

(d) List of theses comp ],eted over the past five years by raduate students4
.

.....,., supported' 137 the program. list of publications baiee nthese theses.'
. '

Memorandum°from H. D. `Zook, Professor of Chtmi4ry and Diiector 'of'In oll
Research Programs and Facilities, The Pennsyllania State University, Apr.

568A
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A matrix of the above parameters shows, at a glanc the Involvement
of the faculty in the gtaduateprograms of the University. A dollar

- value, can be-as rigned to (b) and.when added to those in (a) and (c)
can be used to determine the percentage of the research program's

. resources devOted to graduate studies. If the percentage islow, the
University'ssponsorship of ,9e program must the justified on some other
basis. T-.

-1-

2. Composition of Program Personnel ;

-,
.

.

(a) Number and full-time-equivalents (FTE) of faculty with professorial
ranks (tenure- track).' -

. N
.

. , -,
-----..

(b) List of postdoctoral; term appointees inc4ding fhe disciplines and
. universities granting the degrees. ,

\ .

.4..
1(c) Number of-upermanent" factilty appointees in the research rankik_i/

.. ,

.
,

. ,
. ..

,

:(d) _Numbgr,of staff, clerical and technical serviCe personnel.
, . I- -. 4.

The composition of the program personnel will indic, ate the extent of
autonomy of the unit. A de4mphasis of professorial facultyindicates a
tendency to drift away from the acadettc community and tl, build a full-time

v professional staff, possibly to fulfill commitments to programs -of-Outside
sponsors. The post-doctor, fellow with an excellent background is
inialuabie in the training of graduate studpn s and frequently necessary
to maintain quality-and quantity of research a liahment:. Also,,,4
reasonable, ratio 9f staff support, cldrigal, ems, iseasily justified.
However, a large fraction of resources devoted to lb), (c) and (d) would

suggest that the prograM might be separated,fiom the University.w#hout
detrimental effect. >.

, .

'

3. 'Socieial_Demand and Program Uniqueness
,

44%
. t

,

(a)' List-/o f similar programs at the fifty leading research universities.
.

Faculty size and brief descriptioR,of,each can sometimes be Obtaiutd
. _from university catalogs:-

-, , ' .
(b) List of employers and description of positiods accepted by graduates

. ,

over the past five years ,

lapi . .
...,

, .
. 0

(c) Research funding aethe national and state levels, for research
. '. ,

..
appropriate to the'program. List of agencies and amount of funding'
(from published.budgetb or expenditures).

,---'
-.. . < .". i ,

(d) -7Fiactionof the potential funding awarded on an annual ba441) to the
Penn State Program. List of awards, .agency, principal investigator'
and amounts. . . .

. : . n ft

There is always the question whether a university should tailorits ..

progiamsto available funding and usually -a compromise must be reached;
A program for which major funding-is available (c)will soon experience
keencompethion.(a) and etheil 'must be ,judged on ,hoW well, it 'can attract the ,

available funding (d). A program for. which little or no outside funding

-

I

2 ,
4 c



'

ir.

.

is available will likely be unique with little competition from rothe
universities.- Justification for University funding will depend on /
unique research experience (b).

I $

4. .Quality of the Research (Researchers)

(a) List of publications iyell-recognized national or international
periodicals with peer review or in books by well-established
publishing houses. ',/

,7'

(b) A rating of each of the above publications based on the amount of
substantive material that is novel.z!(is there a significant
addition to the Store of knowledgevor theory in contrast to little
new knowledge, much verbiage na promise of research to come?) (

(c) Evidence of faliorable e ations.in publications by,peers.

(d) Honors, .awards an}- citations .of individual researchers Including
sabbatical leaves and how they were spent.

z-Z-
Althougb-the evaluation of research quality is large151 subjective

and bestymade.by peer -review, a fair impressio4 can begained by the
non-expert from this reasonably objective material (a-d) ifa sufficient
timeis devoted to the reading (in tcontrast to counting) of the published

/research. . .

X7; Viability of the ,Program
.7" .

..---

vv.--

.' (a) List of seminars, workshops, and conferences in whichthe faculty
,

and students participated as a group. -

i *

(b) ,List of proposals submitted jointly by more than"...one faculty er.

(c) List of publications with joint or multiple faculty authdrship.

(d) Description of shared space, equipment andother
particularly' to provide faculty interaction and opportunity_ for
graduate students to interact with othir faculty and students.

(e) List ofgranis and contracts including sources and amounts of
. .

non-university research support that is believed to depend o-n-the
existence of the piogrAm in contrastto:the individual faculty'~ .

membe4.

I

(f) Aniassessment of cooperative spirit, morale- and aeadership.
.

.. .

This material should provide justification for the organization of
1

,.. the particularAedividuals.. What_ is gained by thelr-interadtion? Do they,

L
indeed interact , -

I ,
r

.

6.. Centrality to the 1,4ptges or Mission of the University
. k

. . ...,,
..f

(a) Statement of program objectives: --
=:. -

-.1.-'

. (b) Are the activities in accord' with theobjectives?

(c), Is the program of a peripheral nature npcin which little other, research
or instruction depends? ..-.

,

4
4



Two adAresses to thc review of progryIs have been cited:

1. A'set of procedures by.which a faculty proposes to maintaifi
systematic and continuing examination of its own activities.-

2. A set 'of.criteria by which a responsible administrative
officer undertake& to evaluate the activities with which he

-concerned.

The two differ markedly. However,.their difference& do not imply conflict.

On the contrary, the efforts of academic officials to arrive at well-informed

0.1

judgments find appropriate alliance in dispositions of faculty to consider

problems of institutional proportion, balance, and emphasis. A number of*
"'universities (See note 20, page 50 abOve) have demonstrated regard for th

academic program as defining the Unitarys(cale on which these, two persp ctives

can be brought to hear cooperatively and effectively. Program review is at

any rate the frontier on which advances are being made. ,The success with which

it can be sustained over Ding periods of tithe and through changes in the societal

41imite Tor educa4.en and research remadms to be-seen,,as dies its capacity for

disruptive judgments. Howbver, it_involves the professional populations who

0
have the competency to make the necessary judgments. They have accepted the

involvement. This is aNarently the mast promising diltction in which to' seek

improvement.

e

a,
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ETHICAL CRITERIA:

ReiearCh-frequently involves faculty members in relationships external to
O

rs
the university and with-agengies whose purposes are different from those of the

ti

university. For this reason many'ef the universities committed to Organized-
-

research have found it necessary to define standards of conduct appropriate in

'these refationships
23 snort° establish procedures by Which these standards can

be made effective. Typical among the several formulations of general principles

of this kind is a pamphlet entitled 'Report of the Committee on Criteria for Accep-

tance of Sponsored Research in he Faculty of Arts, and Sciences, Harvard University-
.

1970. The Harvard report,k.opo es six "Principles" which serve todefinethe area

of ethical concern. They are as follows:
, . .

1. sponsor mus tAny research agreement between the University and-an external sponso
have obtained sorileiform Of sanction inkadvance. the pu6ose Of this
sanction is)to insure that the research conforms to.the administrative
and fiscal policies of the University, and to the present principles, and
that it ryes not conflict with the rights of othei scholars\in the
University, nor with other University commitments.

2. The sources of sionsorship andthe purpose of the research must be of
such a nature that they can be publiclydisclose&

.

.23
a. Princdton University; "Policies for Sponsored ResearCh" in Rules and

Procedures of the Faculty. Pri eion,_New Jersey, April
October 1971.

. "
- ; ,

26, 1960; revised
11' ,

b. North Carolina State Universi Research Policy. Ralei h? Neep Caroliriai,

Office of Iriformation_Services, April. 5, 19.7Z.
.

1

c. University oT Princkpal Investigator's Mantial. EinrapOAs,
Minnesota; Office of Sponsored-Prograffis S tember 1972.

d. Michigari State University. Spon iversity-Programs for Researtfi and

Education. East Lansing; Office of Ices Development and the Graduate School,

Publications No., 12 101.

e. University of Massachusetts. Marius]; for Sponsored Projects.

.Massachusetts; The graduate School, October 6, 1972,-,*-4 .

6,3

'
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3. The University will not undertake td grant any special or exclusive
informatiOn to a research sponsor, nor will it accept research which
Carries security classification, requires security clearance of University
personnel, ot otherwiseyredludes general publication of results.

4. 41 research projects must be undertaken with the clear understanding
thgt the investigators concerned have the fu2.1 right to publish any `

results obtained by them, subject only to established safeguards for the
protection of privacy or confidentiality of personal data.

5. Any results,obtained and any papers published or lectures given by
investigators on research projects are the sole responsibility of the I
investigator concerned, and Harvard provides no institutional endorsement
of he work of of the sponsor.

,

6.;FiwAll research on living animals and on human subjects shOuld ,follow the
safeguards established by the University for such work.

4

In the Report each of these summary statements'is developed in a paragraph or

more of illustration and discussion. Similar illustrations and discussions have

been developed in a considerable and growing: bpdy of literature and in the agenda'
of faculties and of professional associations. Parallel with this' discussion,

and emergingfrom it, have been-new'regulations and organizational structures

designdd to meet the.problems whic h havp arisen and to hold research to conformity

with
appropriate values and standards. Some areas of ethical concern have pfoved

amenable to university-wide administration and to regulation through agencies of

state and national government. No other administrative functions exclusively

focUted on research are at thb present time more explicitly organized and -

established in the universities than those which arise from ethical considerations.

In. fact, no hetter way to understand the ethical aspects of research. appraisal

,
tpresente itself thanhat of surveying the offices in which responsibility of_this

- 0 ,

kind is vested on university campuses. It is unllicely, of course; that any two
. ,. . _

universities would have identical administratiye structures for these purposes,for these

but the delegations of specified responsibility reflected in,the following

enumeration may be reg'arded as typical. This enumeration is made without regard

for the overall hierarchy of university administration.

64
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- Contract Negotiation

In order to assist authors of proposals, particularly with respect to the

preparation of their budgets, to protect the university against commitments which

4
intrude upod or contravene its overall mission, and to assure spodsors that

their requirements are. fully taken account of, universities maintain central
,

contrdl of alfcontracts.with external agencies. Offices designed -to serve this

function are strictly regularized and given full authority within defined limits.

A recognize& device Sy which the demands of research are accommodated within

.

the overalf functions of the university is that of, ihdirect costs, or."overhead."

Application of this deViceto the particular requirements of individual research

proposals and interpretation of pertinent regulations is a function of the office

of contract negotiation. For ails reason the office is sometimes misunderstood -

.

by faculty members to be exclusively a fiscal agency.° Its basic purpose, however,
41

is essentially ethical and corresponds with the intent of the first of the

Harvard "Principles" quoted oye. Financial surveillance is placed chiefly.in

provisions for institutional acceptance ()Leads presented' in support of research,

usually through an Office of Treasurer, and in detailed accountancy for each

project, usually through an:Office ofContr011er.

Offices of contract negotiation are subject to limitation.pf authoritYrIA

.

that they cannot approve proposals which are not accompanied by formal assurance

from academic officers that the proposed research can b ccomplis* without ,

depreciation of other activities. To the same general effect, approval by the
,

, president of the university is required-for proposals involving certain kinds of
. .

commitments.

The University president must approve those proposals calling
for funding of -$l million or more; providing for the establishment 3

ofq new centers, institutes, laboratories, or new academic disci-
plines; incqrporating use of University land; requiring new
University, money as matching funds (money not obtainable from
established departmental or intercollese research unit budgets);

; " , .

7 4
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and calling for establishment of new tenure track positions. The

president's approval' is also required for the submission of any

proposal involving classified reseaich.24
P

Offices of Deans and Conflict of Interest
,

In December 1964 a joint statement .was issued by the American Association

of University Protessors and die American Council on Education On Preventing

Conflicts of Interest in Govern n -..sonsored Research at Universities. This
o

statement cites statutes (l8 U.S.C. 202-209 as amended) and a President's

memorandum of May 2 1963 (Preventing Conflicts of Interest on the Part of

Special Government Employees) as summarizing restrictions which apply to

faculty members when they are employed on a temporary or consultative basis

by a federal agency. The thrust of the statement is to recommend extension of

theSe restrictions by action of, the universities themselves so that all sponsored
0

, . . .

research, whether or not the researchers are in federgl emplu,'yould be
iV

. .

subject to them. The recommendation suggests formal administrative controls to
.

be achieved through joint,,adMinistrative-faCulty action.

In fact, central offices of the kind indicated by the statement have not

been established at many possibly not at any, A Universities -during the
.

AK.

decade since the statement was piomulgated. The statement itself, however, has

saw

retained considerable currency,
25 and the'ends which it seeks to achieve are

generally found to.be acceptable. It appears that acadeinic4adminlstrators - dean,

....4 , .1. .
.

'department chairmen, directors of institutes are judged to be better situated.

to deal with the wide variety of relationships capable of oceurring,in the many

<,
different areas of activity than would be a central office working with a complex.

code Of rules.

1

24Rolicy and Procedure in Research. The Pennsylvania State University, 1974:

25
Ibid,pp. 29-30

t.
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Central administrative participation in thisrepect of research control,'
.

.

.
.

.. ,

except when particular problems arise which require adjudication, is in the

maintenance pf an Office of Publications Records through which all research

activities within the-university arg made matters of puhlic.knowledgd. Books,

,
1

articles,' papers, nd other professional activities.of faculty, staff, and

graduate, students - including all taster's and doctoral theses and,reports.to

government agencies - are listed in periodically issued bibliographies and

distributed without restriction. The open and publid nature of research affords

means for faculties to detect and control situations which might lead to private

exploitation f research opportunities.

%Review Committees for Research Using Human Subjects
1 4

. -

All proposals of research in which human subjects are to beused are reviewed

,+prior to,submissic to potential sponsors. For this purpose at Penn State Univer-
6

4'

sity two faculty committees - the Biomeetcal Reiew Committee and tie Behavioral

and Social Sciences Review -Committee,.? With the assistance of a permanent staff

secretary, examine all such proposals to assure compliance with the prin"Gles

r .

and requiements of the policy of the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare as published in the Federal Register. Without the approval of one of

these committees, no proposal involving human subjects is permitted to be sent

forward.

Health Physics Office

Research involvinginvolving the,use'of dangerous equipment or substance's - radioactive

'""' 41k*

material, microwaves, lasers, or drugs specified in the Controlled Substances Act

of 1970 - is monitored by technically trained staff in compliance with federal'

codes and.subject to federal inspection.

Laboratory Animal Resources

Laboratory anima are procured and their use supervised by specifically

1)degignated officiata working under theA?rovielons, of a nstitutional license

issued by the U. S. Department of'Agticulture and subje& to federal inspection.
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Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies,

All agencies of the kinds identified'above are cootrdinated through central

administi1ative authority variously represented in universities by Vice-presidents,

provosts, deans of graduate schools, or closelY-related combinations of such
It

offices in which special functions, of research are supported and held in appro-

priate relationshipq with other functions of the university. Joined with

AAP'
research faculties through committees concerned with general policies and with

detailed operations, these officers also maintain ,communicatioil-Writh agencies

/

external to,:the university and are effective as centers both of authority and of

information. a 1
The responsibilities of one'such officer are summarized briefly as follows:

;1,

At Penn Stasg-a high-quality and.vigorous.research progr'am is essentia
for two reasons: (a) the search 'for new knowledge 'is One of the basic.. purposes

'of the University, and (b) the graduate program and the support and training
of graduate students depend td a large degree on faculty7originated research.
Graduate study and research are iherefore closely interrelated.

10

The h,researc' anization is structured cc! provide necessary guidance

rand services. We vide assistance in locating appropriate lunding-sourCes,
and help the proposal vriter(s)'in the plarining and development of a . ,

budget within sponsor and University policies. . . . Although some degree.
of cmganization is desirable and necessary,_it'is felt that the best drganiza-
tion in this regard is a minimum one. fn-this way,'supportive services are
available, yet the.freedom of the individual investigator is preserved and

..

an atmosphere established in which scholarship and creativity, can flourish26

Despite disclaimers of Man4erial_power, and of all dispoSition to acquire

any suarpower, officers of universities enjoy a-privileged overview of the many
fp-

and, diverse investigations, learnings, and judgments of which the Gaily eXperience

46t the universiy is made. Direct intercommunifation betweenifome elemen9Olof the

university is often difficult. Between'some of its m re disparate parts communi-'

cation is seldom a4pee- pted. Nevertheless, the university exists 'in aggregate as

Well ad in its parts', " ,ar is Susceptible, if not to rigid management, Yet to
'

26
Nemorandum bylk: G. Cu- hningham, ;Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies,

The Pegnaylvaiiia-StatemUniversity, January 1174.
A.4 .14
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guidance and to adaptaitions required by the society which it is,designed to serve.

In the complex process. by which universities change their dispositions and emphases

administrative judgment appears in forms ranging from acknowledgment of a commi4ttee'r

report to command decisions; and it is seldom without effect. Academic authority

is-closely linked 'to superior knowledge.

There are very few societal structures in 'which administrative authority is

..4,

necessarily vested in so many different levels of organization. With regard to .

research the hierarchy of essential decisions'involves a range of competencies

from the technically expj.icit to broadconsiderations of societal need. To

expect that in every instance' this complex of judgments will be correctly and

comprehensively resolved by any agency whatever would be visionary. However, it

,is not unreasonable to maintain that the way in which the kinds of problems

characteristic of a university are addressed by the univer'ity-is literally the' ,

only way that affords a Possibility of success. By applying firm rules where
.

e /V
rules are applicable, by assuring open, access to information ,concerning all

se,

programs, by careful selection and approach to new problem's, and all Vitjt the

guiding purpose_of building an iristitutional capacity to meet the necessities of

society as they deve14, the universities have ser ved the nation well. This

fact must be'well undprstood before the neoessary task of making them serve the

nation better can be profitably undertaken.

On the other- hand, systematic appraisal, of specific research projects as they

progress is not maintained on a centralized and formal basis. Because of the

models afforded in the monitoring of industrial research,, especially in, its

developmental aspecps, and because of the established practices of nati-nal

4

foundations in the selection of proposals for funding, this omission may'be

- perceived as delinquency. It is 'delinquency when standards are not taintained by

other means. But one of the deeply respected academic freedoms is that of the

retearcher,to try,andJail on his own responsibility, also to trf and to succeed.

69 7 3
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COLLEGIAr.ORGANIZATIOiAND RESEARCH

"The qualities of independence and critical
scholarshl,p and leadership in basic theory, on
which the whole research and development enter-.
prise depends, will be threatened unless the
central structure,Of the universities is made
strong enough to sustain the structure of
specialized research grants."

-- Don K. Price, "Federal,Money and University
Research," Science Policy and the University.Ud.
Harold Orlans), The BrookingS Institution,
Washington; D. C. 1968, p, 07,

-7-,
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COLLEGIAL ORGANIZATION. ANA RESEARCH

Administrative structure in American unfkrersities is characterized by

its array of colleges, each with, its deanofaculties,' budget, departments,

assigned buildings, registry of students, and sometimes with its library,

laboratories and'other specialinstruCtional and research facilities. In

.
.

contrast to European colleges, many of which began as corporate entitites and

retain as their, primary trait a proprietary and comprehensive authority,

American colleges are thought of'as custodians of particular branches of

knowledge, as if the encyclopedic university had been sorted into categories

of information according to some universal taxonomy, like a library cataloguing

system. 'In the same manner, colleges are divided into departments. Thus the ,

structure of a university purports to recapitulate a structure of knowledge.

A department may be thought of as the organizational manifestation of an integpl

intellectual discipline, one of a set of related disciplines constituting a

o
;rational aggregate.,

This conception of academic structure haS historical validity. Among the

sets of factors influencing' the complex Trse;of events which has resulted in

current patterns of academic organization there is one set which in its operations

resembles taxonomic system. By the effect of this set of factors 'chemistry,

physics, and mathematics, for example, age recognlzed as distinct knOwledges
o

and modes of intellectdal action. As a result, academic divisions appear to.have

the fixity of logical Concepts. By extension of this impression, they appear 'to

be static and uniform., They.are thought to be static because deductive necessity

compels structures of this kind to resist facts or concepts novel Or alien to the

sets of terms in which the disciplines were initially fined. They are thought'

tb be uniform because all participate equally in conceptual'insularity.

As a matter of fact, academic department44,and colleges may or may not be

satit, 'depending upon other factors as well as on logical necessity. They are

anything but uniform,.

71 OU.
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For example,_a single college in a single fairly typical unioeWty looked at

chronologfcally over a period of-forty years appears in its bare,o, organizational

description, as follows:

,1930
) School of

Chemistry and Physics

so'

1. Chemistry

2. Physics

e

1950
School of

Chemistry and Physics;

1. Chemical
Engineering

2, Chemistry

3. Petroleum
Refining
Laboratory

4. Physics

1970
`College of Science

40

Astronomy

iochemistry

Biology'

Biophysics

Chemistry

6. Computer Science

. 7° Cryogenic Laboratory

8. Mathematics

9. ,MicrAiOlogy

10. Physics

11. Statistics

One elemenVn this-chronology of change Is that of the growth of the

university in.physical size andnumbers of faculty and studits. The condition of

growth must be assumeds_basic to this and to other univ rsities during the

period of time which is under consideration. Other ments were also operative,

and even in rudimentary evidence such as that cited above'their effectgare_

apparent. For example:

Expansion of the School
1

to include emical Engineering and a'
Petroleum Refining Laboratory is indicati e of awareness of,problems.
in applied science and of appropriate adju tments with regard to
the School of Engineering, which at the tale consistedtof departwents
of Civil,. Electrical, Industrial, and Mechanical Engineering, with

1
The major divisions of the University' were:

9

4\

In, 1930: Schools of Agricultuie, Chemistry and Physics,,Education, Engineering;
.

. Literal Arts-, Mineral Industfles, and Physical Education and Athletics.
qn 1950: Schools of Agriculture, Chemistry and Physics; Education,. Engineering,

'Home Economics, Liberal Arts, Mineral Indus.tries, and ,Physical Education

and'IWetics. .
, .-

.1,In 1970: Colleges of Agriculture; Arts and,,, rchitecture; Business Administration;
Earth and Mineral Sciences; Education; Engineering; Health, Physical

,
I Education, and RecreationHuman Developmenti;Aiberal Arts; and Science.

-.. .

r
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I

4.

. some additional specialized laboratories and'a department of` .

` Architecture. By 1970 Cheplical En0Reering had removed, to-the
. .

College of Engineering, .

Assimilation of programs -in bioscien ces to the'College of
Science from the College of Agriculture was an Affect of general
reorganization of the university. The identification of certain
"Core Colleges," as distinct from "Professional Colleges," was \a
movement in the direction of disciplInary emphasis. To. a similar

effect, biophysics, an interditiplinary field which had regiest*ed
solid achievement, was elevate to-lepartmentalwindependence: C mputer
Scienin and the Cryogenic Laboratory provided means for the adap-
tation of new technologies to a variety of fields. 'Statist'l.cs,

formerly a part of the department of-Mathematics, was 'given
eparate identity both to encourage independent growth of the;

ipline and to gain adaptability to a wide variety of prbblems
in the social and other sciences., Mathematics also changed colleges
- from Liberal Afts to S8ience.

1

A detailed history of the organizational ch.anges reflected here would of

necessity be very long and very complex. Shifts in the'aurgency of public concern

for particular areas of ?research, deliberate governmental policy decisions,
4

accidebts of personality

f

among associated scientists,,of the designs of buildings,

and of student interests would be influential from time to time.. Constant would
4

'"
be the pressure of concerg for.the vitality and quality of proved modes of -,-,....,v..-:

' ----re'
scientific inquiry and for effectiveness in address to a broad range of problems

of knowledge. It would be

,physics and Of

a history of change. 'Although in 1950 aepAtments

biology might both have hesitated to consider' acquiring a colleague

of.

in biophysics, fewer than twenty wears were required to see him established in

a department of his own, and possibly hesitant in hi,s, turn to welconie the latest

maverick in his science.

Through the

physics

forty years, and

remain apparent constants,

their stability of nanieentitlements. But

The people involved
o

has changed. When

.

.

in this particular university., chemistry and
+4111. * , .

a remerkably Long run for Xirgigizational

4 - .;-

has not deterred internal development4.

heve anted:, of course; Students and cdity. And. the science

a chemist oYl9ib,usej the Ohrase:,"1,thcdistiplinefi'li means

73 c.0
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something qu3Ce different from what his predecessor of 1930.meant by the same

.
phrase, 4though connotations of discriminating standards, of stability, and

of continuity are common to both.
r

A symptom of stasis or Atrophy witil.a-a scientific discipline,is.the avoidance
.

of questions to which answers are not already available, 4 reasonably high degree,
. ;, -

of sophisticaeion'in a science is necessary to framdsuch questions, or to

recognize them when they are framed. With this sophistication, the prodding of

societal need, of industrial or economic opportunity, or of simple competitiveness

iri.unael6standing makes for the growth of knowledge, for the development of
4110

people capable of working in new technologies, and for expansion of intellectual.

1

diStiplines. One sign that these;,effects have in fact accrued is the elaboration

of colleges, which far from being, static have reason to be concerned with
.

, prgliferation" of courses, programs, and research initiatives.

'Nor are colleges uniform." .
4'. a, ..41 , .

, . ,

Bas44 differences' of attitudes function areapparent in the magnitudes of
.. , .

'colleges, in their awards bt graduate relative to undergraduate degrees, and in
---_IN_

their productivity of researth.2 Iiifferences less.asily codified appear in the 7`
.

, 0

contrasts between, for example, a gallery show of.an artist's work,, stabilization
, .,

of a new forage crop by horticulturaliSts, and publication of geochenlical research,

. .

.--

c in a refereed journal. Colleges serve ,different constituencies, with whom they

.. ,
,

:;fr
;

relationships;
N

'maintain elationships of different kinds,. and they are maintainedby resources of

.

.

"....
. - i .

. different derivations. .
. .

,

-,, , ' °

With regard to ad inistrative fUnctions directly, related to research the

A.-

1
.g

- : .
...-

...
.../ .

,

colleges, are aiiiilaT'inthat each has a designated officer, for eXamRle axi P.-
associate dea n bin research, whose responsibilities and activities are determined

T A
;

on the one hand by the' charheter of the faculties and disCiplin s of his college,
.

?See page 7

, .
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'Colleges 1971-72

.

No. of Professctrial, Undergraduate
Members -`Degrees Awarded

Agricul,pre

Arts and
Architecture

Business
Administration

Earth and
-1111

Mineral Sdiences

. Education -

9

Engineering
.: ,

. -

,
....

. . _ _

; Health, Physical,Educar.

tion ant Recreation

Human Development
:,.. .

2_
.

Liberal Arts
.

Science

354

89

,64.

108

126

239

79

424

356

a

.

i,

.

239

200

874

161

1221

620

161
.

1683

682

(69%)

(82%)

(86%)

(56%)

(697)

(7Z%)

(81 %)

(84%)

(7i7)

Graduate Publications
Degrees Awarded 1972-73

i4

I

145

41

132

54,

.247

:

65(10%) 8L

,(31%) 578,°

(18%) 42

.(14%)

(44%) 287

(31%) 258

(28%) 278

) 35

341 (16%)

256 (27%)

1,548-

238

- I
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and on the other by his-association with cdlleagues in other colleges in an

Administrative Committee on Research and through this association with the

4
central research administration ofthe university.

4

The differences of situation in which these several.gfficers funCtion
%..r -

i are such that consideration-of them under any strictly sChematfzede set of terms'
%.

.1.
,

could be seriously misleading., On an organizational chart each college occupies
.

) , ..P .

a box like that which con s each of the Others. In fact.tfieS, are more

.
different, tiler( the' chart implies, In_Order to keep their individualities in

.
. 0 ,

. ;

perspective,-the several offices are here described on'the basis of interviews,.
.'-

-
,, .

.

ns
oi

with the assodiate dea for research pf
,

een colleges. The interviews were
M -

.

,

.

. . .
.

4' not systematiCally disciplined, but four general topics were used as points Of.

0

reference and tastructure the protocols'whichhconstitute the reed. The

generallpic;Iwere 'these:

0

1. -Definition' of research policy.
. .. .

2. Development of clima4e Conducive to reearch.
3. 'CharacteVistid mode6'oferecotding and riporting "research.
4. 'Evaluation of research. ____.

( ,--.:.

..

The protocolswhich folio*, are not.self-descriptions. They were writtell. '

by the interviewers
3
-Add re'view'ed by the%persons interviewed, Who do not object

.
, .

,

.

,

. '
..- ,.

to their use for the purposes of this stady.i" ,

. 4

, .

*.
3genry W. Sams and Will:am E. Toombs

I 5

41,
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CaLEGE OF AGRICULTURE -, Dr. 'Walter I. Thomas, Associate Dean for Research
f

Research Policy

A publishedstatement entitled The Role and Responsibilities of`the College

of Agriculture dgines the policies of the 'College with respect to its total

mission. Published in 19651, the stter4Ment continues to be regarded as current,

f' and valid. With respect to research, the importance of the application of new,

knowlediejs.recognized., and this recognition is'rAflected in the definition', ,.
4,

,.

of six areas oftresearch emphasis:
. , -

. . ,

1. Efficiency in the production and distribution-of agricultural products,
2; Improvements in the quality of agricultural 'products,

. 3.. Allocation, development, and use of land,. water,"and wildlife resources,
4. Institutions and services at local,cOunty, and state levels,

,r+- 5. ,Public policies and programs relating to agriculture,
6. Human -health and well-being asrelated to nutrition and the safety

df food supplies.
. , -',

This emphasis is reflected also in the
o

organizational structure of the 4ric rural
. ---... .

k -_
Experiment Statioh, with its Division of Plant Sciencf, Division of Animal Science,

and Departments of Agiicultur'arEducation, Agricultural Engineering, ritev"'
O

Agricultural Economitg and Rural Sociology. Probably because of a long history
,

and stable fliiiding, research in Agricultufe is maturely institutionalized.

,._

. Faculty of the"GlgftateResearat Council, a representative agency of the
.2,

graduate faculty in.Agriculture, works in rapport with the Research Administration

--1 consisting of the Associate, De an for Resear4Oknd-three askstants.
4 ,.i

.

-- '
- A

"Blue
Sky" : re earch planning is -restricted by the influence of governinglegislatiolip, /

state and national, and by the impact of practical problems arising in all aspects.
.

of actual agricultural production as reported by field agents ordirectly by the,,

.-
4ndustries themselves. Nevertheless, the Experiment Station Staff and agri,cultural,

. . .
0

f

i

fvulty'af the'Research.Council are attentive to those aspects of projects which
.

lead into basic;scientifit esearch. The depaYtmant's of. Biochemistry, Botany,
, -,,

Microbiologyt and Zoology, althougE,adMinistratively placed in the College of

cience, retain specific fiscal and personal connections with Agriculture. In the

77,
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increasing dependence upon research "teams" the qualification af members in

terms of basic sciences isof primary importance. Similarly memAfs,, of the
.

,..
.

.

.. .
.. 4*

agricultural faculty' collaborate on projects based in the disciplinary departments
.t.'

and inresearch institutes.

Climate

,.1t is assumed as a ba of daily operation that members Of the faculty of
.0.

,
.

.
. .

the College of Agriculture are available for'assighbent tbteaching for

5 ' .

ap proximately 20% of their 'inie as needed. anethat the remainder of their time
.

,A

is committed tq research., ftThis assumption .,one would accountfo the high

degree of professional focus which characterizes the College, and to it must,

be added the effects'of the farms, herds, pocks., and ongoing activities .in actual

food productioniand testing. Here research is closely related to the development

lc
of potoductand.procedure and to the level Afeasible marketing.

For example, the large)prOblem of automating mushroom production to the

_ . .

extent that would make competition with foreign, cheap-labor producers practicable
.

... ,

Step ewas addressed 1968. Step by step the technology has ben develol ed, with research
-

, .

::o
production'-on'an automated basis in 1971 and a target of . commercial.'production

. 7 ' 1 ,- C
A v' , f

f

in 1975. This undertaking involves the work vf-a team dncludang
'

a plant ''

patho

;
,- .. 4'; 1. ,.`

..
,

andan entomologist, an

.

aeconomist, nd an engineef. ;1n'the CommonWalth
c ' , . ,

',Of- Penn s y lyania-mus)roOm irqwin g is m ulti-. mi l lio .,dollar industry.
-

' -.

.-s-

Similarly the highly pragmatic problem of the use
, . .

.

, .sIudge from sewage treatment plants led to a secondat

- vi ..-:

absorption of heavy metals such as'cadmil bylplants, a
. . .

on agricultural lands of

likestibn as to the efirct

nd of'possible dangers
0 . -.....

....2.....

to h u l i a n health accruing from excessive cadmium in diet. How-to assay the * .- _ .

I, 4 -.-----.---:o, ,

0 0 /: ft 'ft ' ... ' ' i*.-
cadmium content of plant tissue is_a basics question in- chemical technique_ This ft.-

,

. .. s ,
. .-..:...----- ....-- -.I .. . c . .-

situation is cited asindicative of the ways' in whiCti- siiin:oriented. r.eearch sr+.._--

_ -

-rellates tO.the-scientific:aisciplines, -

878:
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The esearch climate is influenced also by the public nature of the

adricultUal undertaking and of the extrsive communications system within
L.

. ..

whir it fUnctions.. Details of this 'system will be. dealt with below, but

it uld be acknowledged that the individual researcher is keenly aware of

the i withwith which,his results .become known-throughout his natural
.

audiencx and may be converted into productive action',

Reporting

1 , 4 .
AAll

,
research in the College of Agriculture is conceived of in a project

.. . ..
.

17

format, andsthe analysis of projects is so pervasive a patteTn of thought that
,

t
.

it takes priority over other modes of consideration. Even the "Jordan Fertility.
, . .

.

, .. , .

Plots, " a, research facility maintained without interruption for over fifty years;

\ _
/'

to &

have project status, and the many changes of purpose and application which'have
lofr,

marked their care-6'f are articulated by redefinition of their specific research

functions from time poime. .

47, ,
-. ."

., ,

t
This mode of thOught is reflected, :the 'complex system of publication and

-; k--_, _report4ge by wIAth.the progress and praducts:of researeh.in the College are made

., r- .,
i

..,
glk

ava4AbleAto a variety.ofsaudiences. Basic to this system -ate twO.seriesreferred

A .' . ,

4

\
,

1
, , 7 ; 2

t j

to as Bulletins and Progress.Reputs: ,

, ./
,_4

-:-.' a '1.1

. .,.
.Bulletins are reports pf i tisIhed'research:diatelbuted to the interested

;... .public,ftee0 chars:through the pff*es of COunty Extension, Agents,and'directly
,.....,i,-17upon.,riqueti from

ttgrofficesof theDixectdr of the-Agricultural Experiment
ir- :" station. Ote-burletin each yearls the' Annual 'Report of the Experiment-Station (

-4= 1..and,inilkudes a short -title inventaky:_of all bulletins, progress reptt.te, journal
artip1e4 peLlWed- duri*the fiscil year,:a7lisCof--ongoing-tesearch projects,

--.
.---

tdA.14t of all new gif0, wrante, aneVantract received durihg the same A '
...e

rf(4%,!,ggClit forrthe tapaiiRepOrtwhi5h contains ,only bibliographical and
_. e2ence illormaltAn,""B lietpts provida, specific reports addresled to the ' . -

.,. :.7.;, Hp tetil:.U.seri,_whether-he be arts , distributor, nutritionist, or functionary
'4

.: 'in..4. social or ipverriment4 a gicyC In the year 1971-72 seven'such"Bulleeins were

... .1i:ublishe'd; Ibriliging!'thetot4l. mber 9f items in the series to 788. Bea-issues',
,,,arvrera4ned for;ookti ded,niistr 1;dt4anwttil they are exhausted. Mot issues .

.

(
,

,

...4;., _numbetici:y2.9)i 691 arse no longer vailable for new distrihution. '.-
,44,0



Progress Reports are used primarily.to release recently obtained information
to special interest groups. In some instances information originating elsewhere
'Olen on the Experiinent Station is included. Intended -for potential users of
the information, tney are made availablerat the offices of County Extension Agents
and in resp nee to direct enquiry. Twe1Ve4sudh*Progress Reports were issued
during the year 1971-72, bringing the total number" in the.series to 329.

Journal articles provide the. established mode of communication with other

scientists, During the year 1971-72' Ile hUndred ands4ventysik such articles

were published -by members of the faculty, Some of them in collaboration with

colleagues in the, College of Human 'Development or in the departments of Biochemistry,

Biology,-or Microy.ology of the College of Science. Since 1966 communication

among scientists in this area been improved by the creation of the Current

Research nformation stem (CRIS), -a comprehensive information storage and

retrieve system designed to provide agricultural scientist-researchers and

.agri ltural research administrators ready access.to data on approximately

25 400 current research projects at State AgricUlturaI Experiment Stations and

Department of Agriculture work unit's, This system'reduces the,Eime lag in

communication between scientists who have,work in progress that may proVe to be
4 -

duplicative or mutuaIly-supportiveT

.
.. -1-

Evaluation' Of Research Activity' : .- ',gill. _. -
.

st ,

As th ey are'perceived by -the associate dean for research,Trocedures for A

'

the evaluation of researchtprojects in ehe_College are "less.fbrpal than they

°,-... .

should bp."' Projects are initiated With specif1- schedgles for
--,

completidn,
.

. .,
.

normally from three to, live years. The .assoc.j.at'6 dean's dommittee advises on
.

. ,

, '
gr. ,

the termination of each project,,,,consulting in each instance zWith the appropriate

department head., Responsibility for the mounting ofnew research projects and for .

1 , 0( ,
4 -:" .

.

. , .. ,
. '.

.

the modification or redefinition of existing-projects rests _primarily upon the
,

...-')., ) s, ,f

.._ ..

initiative.ofjpdividual facult)imembers., Their professional judgment. is -basic "... e

...,.
.

..ipit.

to all decisions having to do: with. the content and quality of ?esearal activity.

o 4 .
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Several factors in the situation of the College tend to Compel cooperation

t
and covultation in research decisions, and to the degree that they are effective

. .

.

. the initiative of the individual researcher is' supplemented.' Most ticeable

.

among these factors, possibly because of the relative recency of its prominence,
1.0.-,,

44' ,
.

is the need for several professional competencies in the resoiution of a single

°,-- .

set of problems. The utility of research tams has become increaSinhely compelling'
%

.

.,
.

in recent years. For this reason administrative participation; if for no other ,-,.

function than that of identification of appropriate.individuethrough a number

of departments or divisions of the UniverAty, has increased. Also, as a condition

of its stable funding, he College is ac untable to agencies.of government aria

of society in a more immgdiate and.spec'fic way than are other research agencies.

,.
Mediation between the research prolect n the onehand and its,sponsors agd .

....""....4..
potential users on the her is an admini trative function.. Mile in the

,
,"

-. .
I

.,

appraisal of research quality sevellel poin s pf view are wortinent.
0

f

In-making,representations of ilorities to- legislative committees 4

of the COhamonwealth the Associa his
..1.,

advisers are.guided.by ththree_., _
4,

_
,

_
. .

:ggrieral criteria:
.

0 i

. , . i.
-7 _ ,.,

v

I

.- 1. 4S the project one. for which-the College can supply superior expertise?
' 2: Doesthe project refleo the concerns of .field "agents and of other infor-

'mantsdireckTy invOlVed in PP6ticaragriculture?-: N.
( . .

,. '' 1B. Is"the projeCt-presented in terms that' tor . i t
_ , the 'interests represented' by the members' of the legiSlature? v..'

.. . , / .
.

.

p

Ii.ls important that these hpprais4i presuppose and Are based upon prior
.

appai§,als which occur Within the context of actual research pefforMan*.. The

.

researcher's immediate.colleagues, his dgpartment head, Oofessresearcher's

___ ._ V. .
.

hoer institutiOns who read his reports anderticles, and those
C :

. .
, . .

:.findings in practiCe build
. ,..,

quality of his work. To a

onat peers at

"his

:--

etail by detail.undeisianding of the iure and the
# .

,....: .. - .
,.

degree his own conceptioi ()I his r4 e of efegctivenes
. . .. ,. .-

- e
,

,,i.s nfluenced by thelrow of this underst- ding. The- illian -"bteak7through"
4

r
"PI,' 43.
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scientist may at times encounter criticism which he oughtto ignore, but if

.

his capacities are genuine he is usually able to the Waylthat his insights

lead him. Explicit institutional sanctions; such as denial of tenure and .A.

termination of appointment, occur whenthe demonstration of accomplishment is

judged CO b.e.ina0equate.

V 0°
Because of he obvious importance of agri_cultural'research as,public

...._,__.

-..." .

. .

service, external sources of c'riticism, both of the entire research enterprise
, . .

and'of,particular programS or projects, are seldom wanting. It would )1)e remarkable
. ,

. '4i ,
f i.n so large an undertaking they were never justified. Notinfripuentl the

e' -

'

..

, .--
tgpics which arise in connection with the evaluation .of activities within a

particular institution reflect this more general discussion.

174

4

*

.

40

-

-

qI



COLLEGE OF ARTS AND ARCHITECTURE -

8
Research Policy,

Ina college many of whose faculty members rare habiiated throUghlexperience )

to individUal creative and scholarly work and performance,/the concept of organized

8)"research, with 'its itplications.of planning, budgetin , and scheduling, is strange

E. LynA Miller, Assistant Dean for Research

V

and to*adegree forbidding. A governing policy of the College of Arts and

Architecture has emliged quite naturally'from these attitudes. The policy is.'

th&dkof,enconraging faculty members to explore and consider developing those

r i
aspectS of their reSearch.and creative work which are amenable to organized pro-

cedures. No derOgation of the accustomed patterns of work is necessarily

. 1-'

IF

intended, although derogation may be at times inferred.

Responsibilities of the Assistant Dean .for Research has no reference to
4

graduate instruction', the emphaSis of his work being clearly on research detrelop-

meat:4 Hg works, however, in cooperation with thesAssistanf Dean. for Continuing
,

Education, with whOm he shares concern for activities which $Te post-baccalaureate
, a .

and which are for the most parC,extellally funded. The primary resource for
A

IP
research in the College is the faculty itself, $hich with its 'commitment to

teaching.is with some exceptions unaccustomed to d endency upon grants and

Contracts.

Climate
, .

.

keeping with the pOlicies,outlined abolle, the AsSistant Dean:for Research

works with .a Committee_on Research and Creative Projects which conssts.of

representativescof each of the pik departments bf the College.-This Committee is
1 ,

.,o,
. . / ..

,
. .,-,,,.,,,,,

t activel and thas develiTrd a handbook .by,' whose use members of the fdairty can , 1

.
.-41

. 1
.- I '',. 'I,

ti d. familiariie themselves-Intn procadures by whichgrOposals rah bepreparedAndIx i .

. .

projects.ihitiated. Similarly, eunique procedure has been devised consisting.,
.

,

of a l!conta46,Log"_ members are encouragO,by ,eihei of two.,
p.,

;*. 0
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IF2
L

4 Mot

, .

routes to k oOutside
IL A

the'Uniersity for' support and assistance with their
.

.

plans, an

1

,t do so with the assumption of cooperay. tion
(

4from local res1arch

4-.administra ion.

The research cl imate is also affected by the Institute of and Humanistic

Studies, an ayncy within the Univer sity which is capable"Of

providing softie research suppItt from 4.tsown resources and, which Zn,addition,
_

can five assiance,inetelogAngexternal support. .
'

The Assistant Dean for Research -seek also to madntai
I

constructivr''''

/

e

sue
,4

. NR.
.,. .

relationships with the- Agveral department heads, who find their first respon-
.,

'__sfbility in providing instructional ptgrams'O f_high quality. Commitments of______ _

I '' Z. I
.

faculty time t research i;rojects:musi be.balan awitE the demands of the
-I _-,,.

, V

classroom and st , and.in'a faculfy:of relatively few members the appropriate''.
baiande is so etimes. di ficUlt to maintain. Also, in an area whose ,potential

s ; .,: . . . i . ,

, . .

r ,,.,, '''''

some,a l
_

for,`e'searcif`support is C rativelY' meager, there is somependence upon
. ,

.

,

n tal 'res ear e
!

m oSrary or occasional al
\
eap p ropriat.ion of inst ruc-

.. #
tional time ,

i

1 ,.,
s , A' ". Op I,

1:+4..` . r ,
s

,

, .1.r; '!:;VE. .

:

Reporting ',,i,, ,

*--- .
. f -,,. -..- ..f..

:

.

A

the
T i, .:. .

\-.:.
- A

0n request, tne Assistant ,forieSaaroh Can qiiickly prepare a list of

research projects currently activ iirt thegollege, but there is no established
,

-
. ' , .- It,' ,, 0 , ., ..

,

system, within the College for reporting, research activity: nor ii,the subject

'''', 2'
v:'.

,.
s

,

, -..., ..

as yet, largg .ocr' complex enough to. require Systematic procedures. It is entirely ,

%. ; l' t« . .., . , m. _- c .._ '-, .i.
r

likely that activities Of significante afe- going forward that are not accessible
, _

I r ......-4..:'

for a listing art4. kan hat 'A now praiticdble. Fiscal accountancy kparate
''.

,

from or supplementary that, OfAie.C011ege as a whole doe6 not appear to be

warrantedoand-the prAtice of thaintaifiingstrice project by project records has
,-.,.,-...- . .

cilot develOped4 ' ,:".
i'

',..

1
, r

. ...

_;:,
,, . n

., .J, --

.
I.
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.

Some projects thouggt of as regearth, kItti as those in highway landscape

development and the effective utilization of' mobile homes and studies in the

. history of art, arfoear co-fall within familiar patterns of contractual research:

/Others, such as art exhibits, concerts,,dane recitals, and theatrical perfor-

mances involve long reparation and complex organizational effort, but the

icharactetistice they have in common with organized research are not in all

instances recognize1. Deliberate cultivati&h of a project, model entails the

danger of inhibiting necessary improvisational aspects of independent creative
.. . -

activity. The recent creation of national funding agencies in the humanities
Az .

introduces additional factors .into . the situation and addi tional: _

-71,-..,,opportunities. The course of future development in-this'area appears to be one

. 141khich definitidn of several different kinds of activities will be refined
01

and procedures for their articulation recognized. TheTroblem is not exactly

parallel with that in science. For example, review of proposals by peer groups

'takes on a different significa nce when.one moves from chemistry into painting

or musical compositian. Conspicnous talent in the performing arts,:on the
,

other hand, is often more quickly recognized,, and by more people, than talent
At

1

in the( sciences. \..,

Evaluat,pfi

V

The Committee for Research and CreaC"14t4 Activity xplicitly,critfcal
. -.. )

,

.

^

'.
_functionsfunctions with 'respect to proposals and appliw

9

tions for ort frOm internal
. ,

.

f1.14,14 r/t- dIsists_ alsp in the-Ot4araEion.Of recommendations to be reviewed
r 4-' . ..

by the selection committee of the Ihstitute for Art an0- Humanistic Study, which

exercises an additionaI-Sudicial -function. Constructive criticism bf artistic

- performances, exhibitions, and scholarly works is one of. the badic functions-01-th

College as. a, whole.

xr

--4

85 0
LAti

t

.



4

a

$4

There is no officially vested authority for making evaluations of creative

2. 2

work. At the.same time, there is probably in fhis.College less,reluctance to

ii ..-

utter sharp judgments than in any other area of the University. Critical ,

debate is an accepted way of life, and every participant is aware of his own

susceptibility to appraisal :.

ti
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dOLLEGg'OTLASS ADMINISTRATION -"Dr. Paul Rigby. ,.Director of the Center apr

.

. .

.

/

, . Research
. ..

... ' .",

, ..

Research Policy
..- .

.
''IN

Until the.1950's research in business colleges_ enerally was Characterized by
_. .

.
.

.
. .

. ,

the' work of "Business Bureaus," agencies which collected loc41 or` regional 4 A,
, 'business-statistics and published or otherwise disseminated them for use in the

, .
...o

business community. The Gordon Howe Report, funded by the Ford Foundation, agd
,- ..

. . ..., 2

tfle.PearsOh'.Report, funded by the datnegit Foundation,,adv.j.Sed revision or
4 '

P.

. modification of this Activity..
.

In addition, the functions.of the bureaus we
..

0,

It**e

A.- 0

tt
4 '

s
to . 4,

i I .

,
o

C a .
.9'. l',

to a great extent and in most areas tAen over by state governments, and
:,. c, - -10 -.

i Pennsylvania this'shift. 81 rapongibility hap taken place. Monthly' analyses
.0. , 4 .

. .

1 PC

' of the economy of the Commonwealth continue Eo emanate froi the College, but . .
f

. .

the main thrust of effort since 1950's has ben toward'subst tuidone
bureau functions 'an '!Institute" for fadUlty research more =basic in er1115hasi;°.

s

and T,4ith increased identification with the disciEliges of eco nomics, statistics,
.

psychology, sockology, and government.

; .

This development has been
.

problems encountered in gove
)

5

,upon the ,conduct of,private

14

1.,..e '
.

.
. . ,si -,.

influenced algO'by a marked increase of concern for

,- '.... ' '4 '' *A
ent and a comthepsurate reducNon of emphlitS ; At!

.1,

coraporate,businesP.This change hao5 been
A ,

suffici ently marked to ,prompt some colleges of business ror example,ttilat. at

, - 1

the University of Missouri - to omit the word "blisfness,"th its' chpno 4ons,
4.-

. ..
i . ,

I

such and
r

II , ,

management. ,

P
. 0-

.

Despite -the clear tendency toward ngt the process should not be rearded
-...,.'

as having been completep. There has' beri somereaotion. HeavE instructional
. .

'tespOnsibilities - 2,400 undergiaduqte.and over 200 Araanate stydenta with a, --
, with

-'
4 0, ,

'
c r. 'A

- ,-
,.. -.

p&rimaneni fadulty of 64- persons. -'qualify research concentration of any kind.' The,,
, s ,

...

. - . , .. .
,:, , . e

,

, .

? situis transitinnal, and the diSposition of the College appears to be to
c A - it .- A

.

s

. continue along,the,directpns indicated by the Howe and Pearson r,ppcirts.

'

ts.'
6.

' '

4
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Climate

A Colleie Research Committee'of five members is elected annually by the

faculty of the College and fUnctions under a faculty chairman to advise and.
:

.=-

Q ,

monitor research activities within the College. The Directoroflhe Center for

Research, who maintains full involvement in teaching and'reseach, is himself an

elected member of this committee, and presumebly-*could be omitted from its

membership in'any year if the faculty were so ddsposed. This committee reviews
/

1

proposals submitted -under the small-grants fund and intra-institutional research

initiation grants. It does not review pfoposals designed for subm1 sion to

external funding agencies.
N

P 3. ,
,,

The programs of the center for Research are designed to provide every

practicable assistance in sUloport of faculty research initiative. They 'are

described in a "Facolty Newsletter" which was distributed to the faculty in

Sepembee.973. These:supportlActivities continue active, and demands upon staff

'time are heavy., Hate proliferation of staff could only be undertaken ar
. A 1

,
e

the expense of specific.research 'projects, it is being resisted by the Director.
, ,

.

The faculty of this College i young. Only three of its members.Will reach

retirement age in this decade. The sense of identification with departments is
,"

.

quite strohg,, andit is primarily on departments heads and the Dean of the College
f

A
-- .

that responsibility for new appointments, promotions, awards of tenure, etc.,
-1,:- . ' * %
rests. Attempt -by the Director of the Center eor'Research to form:active

.- .

,

"interest grodps" cutting. across departmental lines and focusing attention on
I.

promising areas of research, and of cooperation wkth research institutes and.,
*

41,

- 'with other'deparments andlcolleges, have as .yet not proved successful. Some,

cooperative' research projects haiie-been initiate, however, and are in progress,
4

particularly with-the College of Human Development, thie Institute for Land and

Water Resources,,and the Center for'Air Environment Studies.

88
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The'opinion exists that active puriuit of external support through contractual

research is inhibited by the prevalence of the full-time (A) opntract under which

most - member's of the faculty of the College work. )(This opinion derives some
,

support from recent experience of a change of basil faculty contract in'the
-

Department of Economics. It would appear, however, to be contradicted by the

-experience of faculties very active in sponsored research in which the full-time

w ..cop,tract is practically universal.
'\

Reporting

Except for periodic repOrts to the faculty of the College on internal

and intra-institutional grants, no systematic project accounting is maintained

in the College. Administrative assistance for the conduct of projects is

maintained by the Center for Research, and through it all informgtion necessary\___

for, responsible administration is, kept readily available. The tendency to keep

individual:research projectsin sharp definition is apparently not characteristic

of .the College.

A

One progra'of the Center for Research is that of the-independent invitation,

selection, publishing, and marketing of studies of monograph Aength." Manuscripts

are accepted `from, outside the College on the basis of internal review. Menu-
..

scripts ubmitted by the College faculty are submitted to external review. The

rate of publication is one or two monographs per year, with some restraints

occasiohed'by the high costs of book production, particularly for books incor-

porating highly complex quantitative data.

Similarly`the monthly economic analysis Of the Commonwealth is NIA,

1
principally to institutiolpl buyers, and otherwise disseminated through press .

releaset,,and through radio and video tapes. Receptivity to this mater"lal,

r
. .

which is teminisCent of the old bureau functions, continues good. Quarterly
) . _

.,,..

issues are focused (an regional analyses, and annually an issue summarizes data

89 9 3' 4
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for the Commonwealth as a whole. This service is maintained 'principally through

the work of an editor, a statistical clerk who also 'provides service as a pro-
,

grammer, and two secretaries.

Individual faculty members do not consistentlysucceed iu developing programs
- 40

of'activity in which their teaching, research, consulting and work in continuing,

'educatelon are mutually supportive. The impression that this faculty is more

susceptible than others to disparate or conflicting responsibilities exists,
i

butapparenly without factual substaniiation.

.

Evaludtion

The functions of
gesearth4administiation in:the College are primarkly

developMental, designed to encourage research activity rather than to ppraise

research results., Through the monitoring of internal grants, the pliblications

,program, and administrative aasistance in the,preparation ofproposaks>critecal

.

1

advice is brought 01 bear. In addition, there are the informal judgments of

.

y eonver'sationalchailgeand individual publicationS.

- The strong professional sanctions appear to' be administered by,/departmentr
,

A ct
4,

heads and the Dean of the C011ege-, with advice of their committees and with

regard for-the candidate's total perfofmance. The judgments are'expressed in

personnel decisions.- Promotions, awards of t4nure, and the like., In some

inspances, but not characteristicallymembers of ithe faculty:are exposed to

appraisal of their work by external committees of peers.

.

The College as a whole, on the other hand, is subject to Periodic review'by
- I

accrediting teams under procedures agreed,Won by the profession at large.

Organized research or individual research productivity are not primary among

a

: I

the emphases of these teviews, but 'they are taken into consideration%

9 ''
390a
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COLLEGE OF EARTH AND MINERAL SCIENCES Dr. Maurice E. Bell,:Associate Dean for
Research

, .

kesearchToliey
-,

. .

Policy affecting research ipthe College of Earth and Mineral Sciences,-'

. ,

reflects a primary_ oncern for the development of understanding in a complex body

of knowledge, theoretical'and technical, in wjlich both students and faculty
__ .

,

participate. The instructional programs derive their quality in latge part from

1 . \. '

the effects of continuing research,-but they also pose conditions wider which
3

. .

research Which does not contribute more or less directly to thiS quality is

inhibited. .This being true, it is impoitantthat responsibility fot decision.

with respect to directions'and emphasesiin research rests principallAtAth those
r

most immediately engaged in the disciplines wh &ch are taught, that withthe

faculty members themselves.' The advance of a science is a pr9duct of the impact
1

. .

of new discovery upon establiOed knowledge, a process in which the intelligence
',

of the scientist himself himself is the indispensable agency. "Manageme5t" of t

this process consists primarilyof preventing extraneous matters, including :
. ,

.
. ' .

management, from interfering with it.
.

The College of Earth and Mineral Sciences may be characterized e4 having A

.. . .. i...-

practical bias. Its interests naturally and trequehtly lead to.afeas o-f scientific
-

concern which are also areas of concern for government, industiy, and the society

1,

at large. If the society' were not one of considerable scientiftic sophisticatioA,

r

this circumstance might imply difficult confaicts,of interest. Conificts of

41.

tIP

interest do o'dcur. But the concerns of So ,.cietythe disposition of,public resources .4,

'
...

available for the support of research, constitute legitimate factors in thetlroblem of,

.1'.: .
. /

how research energies should be expended. Tacultbembers i.lould be free eo.choose,

.

and to direct their
*
own research programs within the limitations of available support.

.. : ' ; , rto
S

91u

it
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This freedom is qualified by the fact that the development o
.

.

itself is in part a produa'of administrative decision. Faculty

.
selected for initial appointment and for retention and promotion

_cif _a cornplex, of- considerations. rived from the structure of inst

research programs. However such decisions are made,, whether by p

uation,.administrative decision, or a combination of both, they a

the faculty

embers are

n the basis

uctional and '..

er-group eval-
.

e in their

. -

effects policy decisions° and detertaine scientific capabilities of a faculty over

0
relatively long periods oftime. The composition of a departmental4or collegial

S

whichfaculty at any given moment reflects a number of decisions in which the policies

governing the aggregate are implicit, and which to La degree communicate these

. policies to those who are in a pbsition to understand them. Where general

understanding,of.the rational purposes underlying complex educational agencies

Aists it iS advantageouA. However, such understanding can seldom be cre ?ted by

administrative fiat. *It must He cultivated, and evoked"- In thls process admin-
.

iStrative persuasion may play a valuable part.' \

.
lime t e .

.
.

The "climate': tircZuctive of research is impart emotional. Academic
,

situations ,may be such a§ to produce an excessiveinumbr of "loners,q individua's ",

who pursue their own interests without much attention to the activities of their
f

. .

neighbors. Academic'atmospheres are sometimes intensely competitive, involving
... , -

.--- 4

both individuals and departments, 'younger men may be,subject to fear that

theymill not be able to make contributions sufficiently impressive to justify
.- -.., : : - I

their retention thd,promotfon. Suc tensions can be reduced by making clear to
.

I
. .

everyone what is expected, what the e -ctive standards and sanction ire The ..,

l

younger men may be helped by.encouragepent and personal coaching, or by bring put

1,
4

into contact with other scientists especially well qualified tohelp thee.' .

-441 ,t - . ,, ,

1. - .

.

"Sink or stim" is a policy wasteful of human resources. ...,

, ......
,

92 1Q1, 6
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411,

Personal assistance is most when dt'helps the indivrdualtc define
' A

research objectives., particularly in 916AlevelOpment of specific proposals whi

may result in suppo.rtbfthe research. This .iudtitutional participation itz, the
'

,
. .

... ) formulation of research plana'should not extend:to terminal judgment. The
.-

. ... 1..

. bvientiskshould have the prerogative of incurring his own,rejeCtions. Although6
the criticism ofrimmediate neighbors, ts pertinent, and frequently helpful, to

, , ..

'-- .N give it the authority of'an externil
r,..
rAriewihggrouplkAildcreate an internal'

l,, ...

, 4" , , .
.. . .

.
,.,------/situation inimicaltd-cooperatiye Work-

, d
Supporting services ate an.imp ortant aspegtllf

a..

facilities as a machine shop; glass .glowing, printi,

t
the ',search clitilate. Tuch, fit

$ '

rig, stockroom, drafting, ,

copying, budgeting'and personnel servi'ces,/expenditure accounting, and computer

service free the researcher for concentration, on his prOper..ss pect.of,his problem.,
. .1, 1.Provision of these,services'is an institutional responsihility, butl'one4in Vzhici?

d ,

the individual researcher and his sp:ohbors should participate co an appropriate
. q ,;<, . .

', . .

egree. In such, matter's perc4 tive
!

administrative guidana is lAnVa ble. /.

., ,,,,.
.

An'important aspect of the climate for rgbearCh is the.vrevailing attitude
. . .

.,. ,.. 1

of the college administration toward emphaeison research relative to other

,

. ..,
-

.
eactivities'of the faculty, and the place lresearch

. .
accomplishtent InA4 system '.

.. t .
.

.

..f.

of faculty evaluation and rewards: 'r ' -.* ... ., .

. .

..

i

,Reporting '
.., .

,

, *t . . %
. Tlie effective definition o4research activity in, this College is an enumeration

$
....\ /

!,,

..
, of projects. 'It .,-is ma tained In the form of'abstractscof-proposals. 'Al]', pro-.. g /4 _
posals cross the'desk.of 'lle-lks

tc
iate Dean fOr Research: lAn abstract of each is

..

1 .
_

.,,,

retained on a clipboard, end t us ,become an ittm'in a current catalog e of
. .

4 ,:

-

., .

.- .

-----AP.0 -*
f

'resear'ch, ia in.nr64ect. When a proposal,is approved and fund ,. prospect

41"

I

4
its abstract

.

i
; , .. ..

, , ,
sremoved:to,a second clipboard, and it becomes an item in a currgnt_catalogue

e :. 'i , ,,,
.

,
,,

, .

.

..

of reseAch'in progress. Pr4osals which are.refused are removed, t7o'a third
* / -, .., ., .

I



a.,

4

;

collect ion and, are available fqr analysis°Ld

No summary, reports are made on the ba-sis of theseacaumulations. ' The

of the clipboardS are the ;record. However, they can be used, and are used, for

o

contents
:.

special purposes. For example, currently in process of compilation
4
'is an

inveneory of all research grants and cbntrhcts, proposals,-and areas of ;pedal:

interest in the College that are related to 'problems of
.

being

energy. This inventory is

e in_collaboration with the Associate Dean for Research'of the College of

Engineering

demonstrate

. ,

and 14"fth the assistance of a technical editor. Its
t

purpose is for

to agencies outsidqjhe University the capabilities of the University

- .

for research in problems related to'energy: It reflects awarenes'of the energy
A 44

1

'.

crisis in, the Nation,
-
and Uf the intense competition yit,h which research' institutions

, .
.: ,,

.,

.

'. will seek support from new resources which will be made available in thl`s

. i

It will also'have significance for researchers trithin the Uniyersity, whose work

nay be sufficiently germane 'to access ,to new resourIces*attractive..
. L .

,
_ - 1

\

10'

,

EvalUation. ' .. . -

"'-

r .

.

\\, Although the*fective-descriptipn of research astivity° in the College is on
,

a project by project basis, it is not on this basis that, valuation of research takes
-,,

. - I .

I ,
, / %

place. Each.project is indue course evaluated', buenot specifically wittiin the
.4

4

agency in which the'work,is done.

. i
judgments may not becotie apparent until-the next or a subseguent4moposal is.

. .
. ,p I, . \ A%

.. .
0 \ . .:, r-

submitted,.but)whonevertheiess Take effective fedgments. grhereothere is publication

Reports "are submitted to sponsors; whose

in'the scientific journals or in separate books or articles,tbere is the response
.

of the scidatific community.' Where the result is procedural.orjnethodological

,
. .

change, the pragmatic tests Accrue. The College is. attentive to all such responses.
4 .,.,

.
,

, .. 1 ,
,

The stature of the ScientiSt in terms of extfnal judgments Is known.
...

4 A

?I
.

,
lr - ,

.
.. , .,

4Published October, 1974. A Prospectus: Energy Research 1974.
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The sum of such external judgments may or may not be-accepted. There is also

4

the day-to-day judgment ofv.Weagues, who ay see in the individual's work a f
"4.

f
.

promise that he has not been, able as yet to realize. _Thy may'see also a routine

or depen3ent Rroguctivity that looks better to the world at large than it does to

*...

theM. .In any event, they register their judgments with respect to individuals
-.

. ,.-

rather than IIwith.respect to projects, al/hough projects afford no insignificant
.

.

. . . . . ' .
t , ....

part of their data:* These judgments contribute, to the decisions by which the

membership of the research commun ty is determined.
41g

It is impottant that this p ocess of internal criticism is seldom specifically,

confined to consideration of research. The individual is thought of and evaluated

in All'his activities, the weighting of factors being a function, more or less

explicitly recognized, of the policies of the College. lidWever, research'is the

one factor which, if it be of high quality, most surely guarantees the candidate's

success. All others are riskier. It is it these terms that research is internally

judged.'
a

t n
95 .
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'COLLEGE OF EDUCATION - Dr. Harold Mitzei, Associate Dean for Research

Research Policy

-Research activities 'in the College of Education have been'affected by two

-
Changes which are not,fully understood within theUniversity. First, funding

from federal sources has increasingly been di'tected through channels of state

and local OvernmentS and school boards. This means that tapping research funds. ,

requires continuous liaison and association with th% operating units of school..

systems. Secohd increasing teaching loads for faculty members generated by

rising enrollments in the College-have "squeezed out" that share of faculty time .

which was allocated fOr departmental research a few years ago._ In effect this
_ .

change has,reduced a fundamental' resource out of which research proposals and

ideaS can be developed by'individual'faculty members.

Much of the research policy which guides practice_Cbmes from the Trustees

,

by way of Central AdminisVation. Many of ;tie features of an ad hoc research

policy were codified this year in a statement prepared for program review by
N$

the Associate Dean and circulated in the fall of 1973. Normally policies on

research have bedn fOrmUlit d y an informal process and communicated to. those

members of the faculty who showed an active interest in research. Policy options

I °5-
left qen to the College generally evolved.from practiCe.

.

Operating. policies in the collete have focused on how the limited'"hard
.

money" could-he most effedtiVely used.. .The Ocision was made to concehtrate.on-.

/
basic organizations to provide a foundatioA on Which proposals and projects could,

s _ i

be constructed. This is in keeping with the changing nature of research Jen

education because preliminary efforts have to be well established before sound.

proposals can be made in most cases.. Basic investments were' made in the office.

,of.the Associate Dean for Research; the Computer Assisted Instruction ("CAI")

Laboratory and .CReWS teCenter for Cooperative keseirCh Of Schools). ,There has been

96,
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misimpression among the faculty that a pool of research funds is avairable for

distribution to support individual projects, within the college There has been

a strong effOrt by the college to put forward proposals to the University

Research Initiation Giant Program but the misconception abort research funds in

the college still persists. The research committee of the College of Education

has as its primary function the 'communication of information to the departments:
1

,
. .

. .
.

and the_Tnsqrship of,Collegewide activities which will enhance research. The.

r `,. ' ,channels are quite specificand new research opportunities are directed toward,
. , .

. .

4 thoSe individuals who are thost likely 6 have an interest. .The committee itself,

.1P

4es not review or screen proposals which go to sponsoring agencies.
, - , "- o .

.

.

' .
.

.4
F Decisions on faculty personnel should'reflect the intention of the-college

particularly if it has an- emphasis on restarch:\ In practice it bas been

difficult, at timesImpossible, to insist on a strong research orientation when

individuals come up for prOtotions. There is in fact a disparity between what is
A

A

said about the importance of research and the visible f/cts of prometian and

tenure which reflect a mixed system 4-operational priorities. Crucial t9 an

effective research program is the ihtroddction of incentives xf spme kind which

make it attractive and interesting for a faculty member to develop,reSeach

opportunities and activities. In summary, the operating policies of the college

emphasize the availability of seed money for small research'operations in the b

departmentbudgcs, the importance of prog.rammat4me research as against piecemeal

efforts, and dependence on the research committee.for communication to and,from

the departments.

Several times during the course of this conversation, a point of special.

importance came up and it deserves to be noted here. When an organization has

multiple missions,'several of which p e ent insistent demands for commitment of

time and effort, then those activities which are not structured can be aside.

The negative reinforcement of research in the College of Education during the last
, -

_ _
decade has been created by the incre sing instructional load of undergraduate

.
-



students and by the increasing needsfor service activities connected with

cooperating school districts and other' agencies.

Climate

'Contact with extramural funding'offices has been quite active and the

information has been generally circulated. %Within the last two years however,

there hamibeen fundamental change within the Office of Education. Changing
4

4

organizalion makes it impossible for one individual or even several to keep in

close contact with.fulkding opportunitieg. Individual faculty members are

expected td'get'support for periodic exploratory trips to Washington from 'their

t

department funds. In a similar way the identification of fruitful areas of

research is viewed as a function of the department and the discipline rather than

'the college as a whole. Special_eaort has been made to keep research sponsorship

diversified.

There is considerable,maniz'ation flexibility in research operations-

notably between researc4 and continuing education. Each. supports the other in

praCtice. This arises in part because of the requirement in educational research

for bperating sites ("test plots") on which ideas and projects can be\Eested. .

Xhe development of proposals within the college by individuals receives

considerable support' Advice and consultation with indivl.duals preparing

proposals 'comes from the.aesOciat*e'dean and other experienced researchers,witin

the College: The Management and busineS6'side of research*operations has been
#

improved by the addition of an administrative assistant whb is developing a
, w

comprehensive com?nter-based repo'rting sySteM on the financial state of.each

I

project for the college.

.7'
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. . 41.
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, '

The basic unit of support within the college is-
.

the program based on 1.

.

*.

the idea set forth above that piecetleal research is less effective in

generating outside support. The fundamental adilinistrative unit for research

as well as for instructional performance is the department. A few avenues of

joint cooperation_ have been developed' either within the College or with ot,her

colleges' There is a feeling that joint projects are cumbersomeand

frequently generate imbalances that are detrimental to the inferesfisvo

° parties. I

In develOping an information system about research activities, it
1 . ,

may be advisable to include all those university and college activities that

are "funded inthe research pattern." 'Thls would include ettivities,which require
o

a basic investment before they can become self-supporting, such as continuing

education,Apublicservice'projects.. The most dseful indicators for administration

of researchresearch are those which-relaie.to the ow of funds. A-Noneymonitoring
o

,

system" which Woula glye accurate pe.rio.ic reports would make it possible to track
. . ,..?C

.* t'

the progress of most projects.

A quarterly report of -all research, both n its proposed and Tuuded.stages,

is circulated and includes all continuing education and resident institution

/4-

projects.

,

Evaluation,
A

.

1 A

. , .

Proposals by 'indkvidual faculty members are reviewed by the Associate Dean
. -7.-1

- when the Clearante
.

Ata.FormD i4 prepared.

'

ngs d. The 'tending Committee on Research, .
.0

s

made up 6f elected representatiyes from the.departments,.has
,

1./ .

.
t.

. ..,

, .

,u
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10



AO.

f

no role in the review of. proposals and in fact its membership does not represent

the sErongest research competence in the College. While there is no formal review

of past performande on research projects, information on the)regeatch

and interests of individual faculty members is maintained in the Dean's Okfice.

tl
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i COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING -

`Research Policy

The word policy haa a

c-

.

PaulEbaugh, AssoCiate Dean for Research

4

special denotation here, fdr researth,policy in the

College.is apparently tkt a matter of formulated principles or procedures. It may

be better described as a mode of action involving the continuing resolution of

a compleX'of factors among 1which opportunities for external funding and the energies

and capacities of the University, considered in every magnitude down tee that of

the indiT.Tidual.engineer, are primaty, The style of operation is anti-prescriptive.

Nevertheless; it persuaSive.
.

External funding agent es tend to "put their money on the manYand not on

his dean, or college; or institution. Thus as a "lead" into active policy there

is a cadre of effective researchers for whom little intermediation beyond that

of, ordinary admidistrative housekeeping is required. The field of active

management lies on or outside of the fringes'"of this effective center of attpity,
.

among younger men who have not yet established their identities in research, or
.

among older men who, having wpiked Out a profitable vein, are in,process of, moving

a'

into areas where they are not yet recognized. Similarly, aggregates of researchers
. _ . - ,, .

1

..
.

effective at one time may become ineffective? as aggregates, at another., ' :'
.

mipp
0

. -

',. Active' liaison with governmental, industrial, and other sources of research

. , .., ..

support' is a pragmatic necessity, and a'basic item of polic;? It is also a4
., ;---,-

0 4. b

very'mode of communication by which a degree'of coordination is imposed upon the e,
'

.

,a I '

broad front of Scientific enquiry. 'If it implies the possibility of,capitulation,
J$

. /, 1

3

of vulnerability to,bureaucratic errorrit also implies access to knowledge of

what is going forward elsewhere, and what the salient problems-are thought to be.

It does not inhibit the intensely focussed, "breakthrough" researcher - "I,couldn't

stop that kind,of thing even ifI wanted to."

..1.
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° Climate

/
Instititional conditions encouraging to research are among the principle

-

objectives of what has been desCribed above as "research policy." The freedom

of the, individual to initiate a project, whether in pursuit of h own interests
..

.

. .

or in response to suggestion, is fundamental. There is.in the College no °_;
r

.

, . ,

authority to prevena proposal, from being sent forward,; although advice is
'

. :coffered, and may be negative. The individual may ..alsci electto`diEliiie

identification with particular projects.

Communication in;TIXIIImal sense, the distribution of pertinent information
. .. .

from all available sources,.is a routine commitmelit of research adminiitration.
. .

Achievement...of the intense internal exchange of ideas and Influences that marks
I ' V ,

the best years inithe best institutions is much more difficult. Wherever. this

toneition shows proMise of being realized, even on a limited scale within an

organization, it can be helped by various means detailed. organizational adjust
.

ments, reassignmene.of/working space, equipment, and resources for small grants,

and by modification of priorities in, new appointments.

There is no prdvision for formal decision as to wheve the College shill /
go

,.. A , I 6.
are

*--Lfer,7,--1nextnext with respeCt to research /0 Individuals ae free to tol.tow their own leads
, ...

.

.
'

and are encouraged to expect assistance in fidding support. 'Departments may

elect particular emphases and develop.them with respect both to research and

. .

(,instructional progiams, as may combinations Of.men in more departments than one.,

The associate'deaor research partiCipates in Such considerations as an

equal partner, but without the', Assumption of authority to 6rganize the work Of

thd College on the basis of a definite Se; of problems or missions. _Underlying

research,is an instructional program which the College maintains as a ,comprehensive

and integral interpretation of the current state of engineering. Between instruction

and research ,there is a constant interchange which implies important condition''

. r 102 111
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for both. To a degree each influences the "climate" of the other, although in the

, .

exchange neither is necessarily determinative with respect to any particular

deaision The conditions far'research are therefore the conditions of personal

freedom within a discipline recognized by the scientific
.

,

and engineering community. It is

only through full understanding and acknowledgement of these conditions that adminis-

trative authority can render effective service.

1
of

Reporting

A College of Engineering Annual Report is prepared in July of each year.by
7.1

the Associate Dean for Instruction. It is based,on individual reports. submitted

II

by department heads and on fiscal information in the records of the Assoc tiae Dean

, \
-

....

_
,

.

I
detailed report on theYresearch acaVitits of the College. In this repot

IIspon bred research projects are enumerated, 'project by project, with identification
... .

ill

4 of r ponsible departments principal investigator, title; sponsor, total budget,
-

., and expenditures during the year of the report. In addition, there are analyses

II: of these data which permit complrisons with the experience of-previous years,
. l ,At,,

studies of relationships among depaitmentS and with intercollege institutes, of

for Research. It includes summary information on research activity.

At the same time each year the,Aasociate Dean for Research,prepares a more

t.

proposals submitted and funded or,ejected or pehding, and of the funding of

research generally, Designed primarily fbr internal use, this report, sUpplepented
*

by some inforthation on enrollments and degrees granted in instructional programs,
' .

. , .

informationproyides the information for the summary description,published annually in

Engineerin§,CollegeResearch ayd Gyadu Study, a supplementary Issue of Engineering

Education. In this standardized format, in parallel with similar information from

other institutions which partiCipate ie the American Society for Engineering

Education; the reports of the College become public infOrmation.

. In addition, the controlling. facts of each project are-entered on a "blue

sheet" when the grant or contract is received and its account established in the

4 .

ai



, .

... II

;i..

__
.

Controller's office. The purpo e of this Separate record is to assure clear and
. ,

. A
, .

,detailed communication between the principal investigator, the department head,

and the office of the Associate Dean for Research. This practice, which has been

in use-for-many-years, reduces Vulnerability to error in the fulfillment of
_

44
commitments.

°
. .

In a different dimension and far different purposes, the4Associate Dean for
. .

..,-,
- ,-

it.

Research, in cooperation with the

,

Associate Dean for Research in the College

-

of

I

lor

Earth and Mineral Sciences, has currently in preparation 5
aosurvey through the

a

two colleges of research ih progress or.projeqed which is related to the,general

field of energy. Recognition of a national crisi. s in all forms of energy has

led to a readjustment of'resources available for the support of research for

1

example, to the creation of the Electric Power Research ./nstittiteatMenlo Palk, Califo

and to meetAhese changes a detailed inventory of capabilities for research on

problems connected with energy should'be useful in relations ith appropriate funding 1
ragencies. Also, researchers within, the University. may fin n the survey advice

useful to them in planning their work.
'

Although the standard, unit of research activity is .thought of as being the
?

project, it would be An_oversimplificaton to regard all projects as belonging

.
.to a single order of research.. For example, the.-College.has for nearly. twenty

,

,
b.

7,. .

years maintained a continuing study of the operation of institutional heating
-

- . .

plants. Initiated at the request of a,governmental'agency df the Commonwealth', it
---

14- ,

,

has prolided detailed information on tte_teehnology and economics of such operations,

disseminating, the information by short courses, lectures, publications; and on-site
..

'conauitaPion. Strictly a service operation, there is no expectat.ion that its -

,,consideration of a very familihr technology will lead to startling new knowledge.

t

The demand, however, continues, and support for the demand.

5-
See page 94 above%,-footnote 4. , 113,

.
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On,a different level of, scientific sophistication, research.in phenomea4
, .

of.the ionosphere continues,, With'the encouragement of a degree of organizational

-

independence. Although this is no longer considered a new field, the intellectual

quality of the work being done is very good. 0.

,1 z e
Simiiarly, spa ce science continues to provide a rich supply of scientific

unknowns, but emphasis on it within the institution will inevitably reflect the

diminighed capacity of such.agencies as N ASA and NOA1 to provide adequate suppo C

A natural tendency of-good scientists, and engineers engaged in important estigations o

this magnitude is -to continue as longas they have-access to a laboratory and----

interested students to assist them. The problem for research administrators

which results from this'siblation has .no easy solution.

Central'to the collection and dissemination of research information

in the College is the ComMittee for Research, which consists
N
of repre-

sentatives of each of the departments meeting under the Chairmanship of the
1/4

Associate Dean for Research% This committee functions to encourage and develop;

research capabilities within the College. It contributes to the efficiency of
0 >

,

i
cat among the epa tacommunication he drtmentsnd with central administrative officeri.

e

It neither has nor seeks administrative, planning, or judicial authority beyond ,
. .

that-which naturally accrues to,its members as members .of the faculty and

representatives of their departments.

Evaluation

As indicated above the organizational structure fat management of research

the College of ,Engineering was not dsigned to provide critical judgments of

researeh'projects and does not do so in any formal sense. -,Th4'Associate Dean for

'Reskarch reads research reports. Hoyever, the may in whip&his colieagues perceive1"
his function is indicated by the fact that'research reports, unlike research

,proposals, are not always or automatically referred to hit. He sometimes.has to

114
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ask for them. Retrospective review of the content and quality of research

projects is not a special or delegated function of research administration.

Judgments of persons are influenced ,by performance on research projects,

but they are expressed in terms of appointments, promotions, and the like -

the institutional decisions affecting individual research careers. Recommendations

concerning decisions of tpkind are initiated in the faculty Member's department,

where his immediate colleagues are able on the basis of daily observation of

his total performLnce to make informed judgments. ,Such recommendations are

'reviewed at the collegial level, where the peer-group is enlarged to include

members of other departments, administrative officers (including those 'whose

responsibilities tend toward research), and, on occasion, scientific peers.from

other institutions. It is at this second level of decision that the candidate's .

, performance in research reports, publications, and recognized extra-institutional

serb-ice is most important.
0,

No one aspect of the information upon which such k decision can be based is

consistently determinative. The formulae tend to be complex. ,Among all factors,

however, genuine achievement in research is the one 'most dependably successful.

. .
(p

.
'The accumulatedeffect 'of judgments of this kind should be, and frequently is, a

. .

cake 'of scientists and engineers adaptable to a brbad ra\. nge of research problems. ,
.

.

It is in this dimension that the valuation of academic research is most effective.
i

e
115.
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COLLEGE ;OF LEALTH, PHYSICAL. EDUCATION` AND REC

Researcfi Policy

ATION - garlG. Stoedefalke,
ssociate Dean foi ResearchA

TheoVerridling,policy of the College with respect to research Is that of

devglopment, to encourage research activity on a broad front and on a scale of

25% cOmMitent of time by the graduate faculty. Res arch.initiative must, rest

with theindiidual fatuity member, but encouragement and support by the College

is- necessary. This emphasis is prompted in part by the fact that in the Common-

weal,th of Pennsylvania there are currently fourteen degree-granting graduate

institutions active in the general fields of interest represented by the College,

and that these graduate institutions tend strongly toward servi , rather than

toward research, orientations. Because of its magnitude, centrality., and public

. -

responsibility, the College undertakes to maintain leadership in the theoretical,

scientifi , and research aspects of the field.

With n the College a conceptof research focus is in process of evolution-

through discussion and through the exemplary success of some faculty' members.

Bio-medical in orientation, the center of concern is to develop precise knowledge

)

,

of the human body in healthy, physical action. Dependence upon colleaguea in
1

neighboring biological disapiines is natural and customary, but the College seeks

-to expand research based on initiatives originating from its own characteristic

points of view. This concern prompts the maintenance of, an extraordinary ellOhasTs.

on performance-of the human body, under the demands of a vafiely, of athletic

situations, and partly for this teason the Cqllege supports, intercollegiate
.

7 'competition in more different.sports than any other college in the United Skates.'

Climate

The Associate Dean-for Research, wish the assistance of a committee of three

I

appoinied members of the Gradua- te- Faculty, referee's the deplOyment of internal

-

research funds, chiefly in. small, "seed-mOney" grants. The Associate Dean provides

. .

assistance in developing proposals and identifying potential sources of:external,

107 a- -LC)
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support. All proposals are submitted through the Associate Dean for Research',,
.

but they are not reviewed by the'researeb committee_

It is in the spirit of encouraging research leading to publication that

a thesis is required of all M.S. candidates in the College, and alr'graduate

students are required to take courses in research method and in statistics-. Also,

in recruitment of new faculty there .j concern to favor "research,p&Aor

pedple with innovative ideas and appropriately balanced comitment to research
.' .

and teaching.,
7

4.,

There rs encouragement of a field orientation in research that is, of

. . ...

Concern or effectilie liaison with pertinent-so4a1 agencies and
e'

activities

0
throb ut the.Cbmmonwealth. The branch campuses have not as yet prAeN- .....

?
.

effective bases for' research. . - , 1.-;

/

'

fParticipation insactivities of professional-associations is encouraged. For,
,

%

. .

... ,t04. ..

example, the International Association on Bio-Mechanics-affords an enlarged
. ,

b sis of action for individual faculty members, leading to publication in
...-- -. .

propriate journals, and to the p'reparation of textbook materials onthe basis.

fresearched in?ormation. Consideration of individual activities of these kinds
. =

410, -,
%: . er

s focuped in the College committee,on membership in the Graduate Faculty.

-

'Repoiting
1

,
.

..r ,No.s tematic rep rt of research projects addressed to memuers.of the faculty

. - , ,!. ; ..
alptained by the College. ,There,are annual,reports to'the Vice PresideC.
: =

,
I

'' .
for Research and Graduate InstAiction, and publicationsare recorded in an annual

, . t...,

University-wide listing. SeVeral studies in:.agin and-others ia,retardation
4

. r4
are being conducted within the Department of'Recfeation aria Parks. It,appears,

y, .

. ,--

Lowever, that the concept of research in terms of sharply defined end discvrete
. .

\ .

prOjects ig.nOtekighly'developed'In the College.
.

. .

.

Research which is thought of as having continuity And which is detin/ed by-
I

. ..

0 Characterist bject material and methodology is exemplified in the-Biomechanics

.-..: ,/,. .-,
.

r



...
,..' . . .

w 44,
Laboratory, under the.continuAg directioof Dr. ,Richard C. Nelsob,°and the

Motor-learning Laboratory, ,nder the direction of ProfeSSor,MoneY L. Christiansen.

Similarly, the Human Performance Laboratory is:directed,by Dr. tlswortfi R. Buskirk,

Professor of Applied. Physiology in tie College, but this progra9 is adulinistered.

with other Inter-colleg e Research Programs,'in parallel with the Research Institutes,
'

by Associate Dean Harty D.'Zook. TheIdea of research,:as programmatic; and as

identified with the interests of a leading investigator, appears. in this College'
c

.
.

.
( to'dominate the Concept of projects.

..

4 6
Within the'prigession generally, 'research is reported annually" in a

°

p ation

J..

- . .
;. . .1 -

'f.

issued-by the American Associatiorl'of Health, Recreation,.and'Vpykcar Education.
, .

.
. .,

This publication lists graduate thesel.and dissertations. The Jourhal of Leisurt.
..,

1 ,
.

. *

Research, published by the office of the National Association for'.Recreatibn
. .

.

. . ,

and Parks, includes research information. A conipehensive system for imformatioh
e

retrieyal ha's been ilittiated at the University of Tennessee, bUt it-has not

yet achieved full, development.

O. 4 .c.. 4

Evaluation 0 .4-. ...----- i
. lei s

Evaluative ju ents pertinent to. research'actOty are expressed in the

College chiefl in terms of awrds of research suppo:t. frdm'internal"funds - such

grants are regularly reported to the Faculty - and in qualificAtion of faculty,,
'met0e for membership on the Graduate Faculty. In bbth,of the6e ar001E decisions

. k . 6
'A,

/made 'by committees. No formal criteria have been defined and published, but
.

the decisions of the committees are public knowledge indfn general the criteria

are understood to be professional" activity, productivity, and Clear definition of...

1/:.7
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COLLEGE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT .- Dr. Theodore Valiance, Associate Dean for Researdb
and'Graduate Instruction

ResearchPollCy
g

.- _ .
f

Researchpolicy of this 'relatively :young College is develOping with the
. , .

.1. 4 4 4"College itseiS. 'e.t tends to,be expressed in ,terms Of organizational s tructure,
.

. ,' .

which, although -there are several subordinate Administrative "divisions" withr .
.

.
. ,.

k functional' integrity, does not have the sharp departMental or disciplinary
...., .

...- . .

a
.

compartment ;characteristic of kindre fields of interest in other -circumstancos.
,

. ....-- I>'

A faculty f "people of diverse:backgrounds but common interests" is a desideratum i-

: .

which reflec s a functional, as opposed to a disciplinary, emphasis in research.I - ,

'

It is a policy of the ollege to "design research programs common
:

to all divisions. "'
.

. si,;- . '
5 l'i '1';

I

. t
...... -.--

With reSpett to research the Institute for Study of Iuman Development iso--

.1.

the centr al, or "holding'," agency with limited hard money funding. Research'

_

and public service projects that require collaboration of faculty members from

more than one Division are typically' submitted through and when,funde administered
Jr.

within the Institute rather than in one, of the'D isions. One function of the

Institute is to promote inter-Divisioqal collaboration-.- Several,centers within.

s , ...... 1 y"
the InstitUtp maintain ongoing programs of correlated activity. 'The Center for

1
.-..

HumanServicesDevelopment,Junded by the Pennsylvania Department of Public'

Welfare, is an example. Proposals related_to.social welfare policy and, operations
,!, ).

-'' 1

are designed drawing 'upon the faculties of (1) the Division of Biological Health,
4

. .

(2) the Division of Community Development, (3) theDivision of Individual and
,

'

. -.N..
,

,

Family Sudies, and (4)*Ehe Division ofMan-Environment Relations. The effect of
. ,

---this organizational nomenclature would apparently be to reduce insistence upon'the,
`V et . / ''. . .

differentia of recognized disciplinary pants of view in order to sharpen thg

pertinence and function of research with respect to spotetal problems considered

id several aspects. By way ofanother,illustration, the general topic of gerontology

110



involves several projects and engages faculty members from all divisions. These

projecti together comprise the terontology Center, which is another component

of the Institute for the Study;of Human Development.. Its work is coordinattd by

acommittee.

4 (14 el inept itiltheWeratilan"of research activity derives fro'm the
"

beenInstructional programs of the College, which have been increasing rapidly in
. .

. .

enrollments during recent years. Anohjective,of planning is apparently :.

to build a stable, although up to a point a growing, faculty 'capable of mounting

and sustaining a vigorous program.of research but at no point dependent for its

cbntinuity upon contractual financing. In order to achieve this objective it
wk

is -necessary to recognize instruction and research as mutually, supportive in aD.

intellectual and:eduCational as well as in a fiscal sense. Thus the most
S

appropriate program of research would be that from which the instructional

program would derive appropriate authority and - renewal. I.

Climate 7-N
...

A-Committee for Researchmade up ofthe Associate Dean and one representative

,frOm each of the Operating Divisidhs functions in the College. This committee

. works,to develop and sustain research interests and to promote initiation of

projects in accordance with pi.ogrammatic themes as indicated above.,

All research proposals pasSIthrough the:hands of the Assdletiate Dean.% Proposals

intended for submission to funding agencies outside the University are not-reviewed

by the Committee for,Research. Proposals intended for "in-house" funding - usually

in modest amounts for exploratory purposes - are reviewed, and priorities set, by

the Committee for Research. Central accounting is made of these:projec's, whose
- S,

4

"expenses pfoVide fof minimum,operating essentials and do not'Provide released
.

,.faculty 'time.

." .
4,

Arn
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Emphasts of this aspect of the administration of research in the Co ege Is

naturally off the work of tl-e"younger, less experienced members of the faculty.
.

e
Assistance in definition of projects%-designing of propcSals, development of

familiarity with related research in the College, forming appropriate relationships
It I . Y ..'

...

with other researchers is a continuing activity of the office of the'Associate

.
. Dean., Relationship between projects and between researchers are encourapZ;

. . ...

. ,

: . . .
. , ,they are -not forced:

_

1

a

- e

There appears to be.in this College a disposition tcwar& emphasis on progr

as opppsed to projeCts thathas not'been so clearly manifest in other colleges.
1

m,

Insofar as this obseriiation is accurate., there may be a commensurate ditfere in

research climate; a tendency for Tolicy,decisions or emphases to impinge upon

X/
-individual activities more maAedly than elsewhere. Possibly thers is a difference

-

also in the nature of the relationships with external contracting agencies.

". ,

Reporting

The Associate Dean for Research prepares each term a report of research
: .

, .. , ;7.

.activity within the College. The report enumerative of, projects, listing

principal investiutor, title, sponsor, begkorking and ending dates, and dollar

amount of the current year s'funding. The 'report is distributed throughout the

College and is generally accessible to anyonrwho wants to'see it. All projecis

are reported, intluding'thoSe4rfunded frOd"in=houde resources.

Evaluation

The Research Committee does not routinelytreview,proposals or projects in

_progress or completed. Es4tblithed activities of a research nature have been

reconsideied with refevence to cr iteria such as the following:

. . . c
1. Whether they serve an instructional function,
2. Whether'graduate assistants are profitably involved, '

.

3. 'Whether they preempt labo`ratory space or facilities which might be ptit
to better use. -

11; 121
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In ane,instance a program was_terminated on. these grounds, despite the,continuing

availability of appropriate external support, and later reconstituted by another
e

agency of the University. Similarly a proposal was queried on'the ground that

it- involved research without significant relationship to other research gdkrig

forward in the College The characteristic responsibilities of the Associate

Dean for Rese'arch, howevRr, and.ofhis-Research Commit:tgOare' developmental

rather than judicial/. As in other colleges, the crucial guaiments on appointments,

tenure, and psomdtion depend upon several factors among which research performance
,

is prominent. A difference of emphasis iron) that ofq'other colleges appears

the concern for community of interests and diversity of disciplinary backgrounth,
, .

whith apparently inverts the'order of priorities customary in, for'example, the

College of Science.

administrativeldesign and efunctiorithis College 4flecA,Ahe influence

wiih e university of ideas,stich as those expressed by--Dean Robert Straus'

which are cited and discussed in Chapter III of this study. For example, members,

of the College regard"the organization ,of the College of Agriculture as affording
. 4 '

pertinent, models in its fluent adaptability
4t
to particular problets,occurring

I
in ttWproduction and distribution of food and fiber. Both colleges are ,

.
. ,

* .. .
.

einterarsciplinary in basic design, so thoroughly so that the word "interdisciplinary"

tends to drop out of usage in them".
4

'do
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COLLEGE OF LIBERAL; ARTS - Dr. Thomas F. Magner, Associate Dean for Research

Research Policy

I

Any formulation of general policy for the conduct of research in the College

of Liberal Arts must be conditioned by the diversity of the elements f the

College, ranging from' contractual and projeCt-oriented work of.the kind charac-,

teristio of the Department of PsycholOgy to the much less formally organized. ork
e

of students in history and the languages,. Some groups:bf researchers are

accustomed to work. with governmental funding agencies, tq publication in refereed

journals, and to citation indexes; others think of research support in terms

of released, time or travel grants and look fpr their ?ublic response in reviews

of books. 'However, all areas share a concern fair research -as it informs and

ti
. invigorates teachings the faculty in Liberal Afts being among all the faculties Of

. .

the University the one most heavily committed to classroom insErilcbten.

A committee of the College, selected frowmetbers
,
of the Faculty who give

4
0

research a high priority among their interests, meets. regularly to discuss various
4 a

.

aspects of research in the College. Its function is advisory. The Associate Dean
1

for Research is a member ex, officio. As a standing'commitEee of the College it

has the prerogative of time on the agendaof general faculty meetings and of

communication with the Faculty, througresorts or minutes. Much of its discussion

is focused on the question of.appropriate balance in emphasis between teaching

and resedrch in the'disposition of the College's resources.

-
,

. . .
.

.

The cOmittee on research us, ually_includes among its members representatives

of most, if not all, of the general fields of interest in the College.. There
c .

.

,.
,

iis no apparent inclination to concentrate research n one or in some ofthe

. i

fields of interest, or to,surge particular, emphases within fields or combinations

of fields. Research initiative rests with the indiAidual faculty member. The

purpose of the College, and of the research committee, is to support these initiatives.

.'

\--Jo

4
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Possibly because many areas of interest within the College do not relate to
1-"--

funding agencies of government and do not visualize reseaichyn terms of projects

or contracts, the mcdest internal funding of esearch is notthcuglit of as

"seed money" and expected to produce external funding in the course of'a study's

develspment The- acquisition ofequipment except for lit:Crary faCilities -
. IP

is not as pressing a problem as it is in a college such as Engineering. External

. .

resources, when they are available, usually take the form of fellowships awarded

directly to individuals or of royalties or consultancies payable to individuals.

Those areas in which research grants are available for specific projects tend
.

1

under these circumstances to take responsibility for developing their own support,

but with procedures which assure that the Associate Dean for Research is informed.
Aft

Climate
,

The distinguishing features of research climate in the College of Liberal Arts

are those which derive from the areas in which project and contract patterns,

Axe not characteristics In anthropology, economics, and psychology, for examples;

these patterns are characteristic, but*in other areas research has a pedagogical
. _

t 7. "Or

emphasis in that its most immediate function is to maintain and demonstrate the

authority Of teachers. In these areas what the individual faculty member is

scheduled to teach constitutes an element in his.research plans, and a radical

disparity between' research interests and teaching responsibilities can be

limiting.on both cOunts.

reinforce their,research

Adjustment of teaching schedules of individuals to

- and reciprocally to improve the qUality of the instruc-

Lion which they supply - is most readily effected within departmental oefices,

but some influence can, be brought.to bear by the College, and influence from the

College-may be necessary if instrUctoral opp4rtunities should become rigid.

Edcouragement and recognition of research achievemlit is facilitated through f

the Office of the Associate Dead for Research byassistance with application for''

_ 4
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"S.

research initiation grants, for which younger members of the faculty may apply

through the College Coffimittee for Research, and-by funds for the preparation of

manuscripts, necessary,travelNkithin the continentalUnited States, per diem 411..

expenses during periods of work at foreign libraries, research assistants, etc.

At the departmental level, time for research is scheduled for individuals ,

when contingencies of enrollment make` such arrangements possible without undue
,

dislocation of instructional programs. In some instances - in ,recognition of the

interdependence of research and teaching - productive researchers have time

regularly assigned to research without correstionding external research funding.

This procedure is by no means peculiar to the College of Liberal Arts, but it is
, .

ou
of special importance in'thia College because many of its fiel

limited access to funding on the proposal-project model.

ave only

The ,Institute for the Arts and Humanistic StudieS,an intercollegial agency,

%

contributes to the climate for research by attracting.visiting scholars and
0

Lecturers, by appointment of research fellows from among the faculties, and

by direct subvention of creative and scholarly activities in which both stddents

and faculty einbers participate.

Re.orting

k ,

An annual publication of the University entitled Research Publications and
,

Professional Activities lists all publications by members of the'UniVersity
- ,

R. f
,

.
, / _

Faculty throughout each fiscal year., Information in this publicatioriis organized.

x,o

1
college by college, and,within each college the listings are department'by

t _

(

department, With respect"to the College et Liberal Arts, these listings of end-

products are often the first public statement to the effect that the work.on

which they are based is in progress. Whether the nature of an individdalis

.

research is known in any detail even to his immediate colleagues depends upon
.

. -; . .

, . . .

whether,be elects to diicuss.it lath them informally in office conversations,
.

4
44`°"'

4 .
,

to present aspectsof it in preliminary fora_at departffiental or other colloquia,
_.,' . :
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or to work privately and wait until his results can be published in finished. form.

Reports of active projects, which mould be thought of in this 'context is "wora

in progress," are not appropriate under these circumstances and are not used..

With respect to exchange of information-concerning ongoingresearch, the
/

.

College tends to be highly departmentalized. "colloquia" at which new work

is offered for criticism by colleagues are for the most parrdepartmental

.

'functions., Visiting lecturers are invited to the campus either by departments

0
or by the Institute for the Arts and Humanistic Studies and address'self-selected

audiences. This tendency to departmentalizafion may be explained in part _by the

fact that several departments in the College are large and comprehend broad

ranges of interest within their several fields, but also by ehe endemic'danger of

intellectual parochialism.
4P

In humanistic fields of study bibliography is the term used to describe the

, ftinctions performed for the "hard" sciences by information systems. Like the

information systems, bibliography has inrecent years been adapted to computerized.
1

techniques, but the essential difference between the projects Of science and the

,

products of humane study remain. The distinction is at least as old as Fontenelle,

,ANho remarked that humanistic achievement tends not to be superseded, whereas
r. ct I 7,

scientific discovery loses identity as it is absorbedintp later, stages in the

expanding understanding of nature. Consistent with the implications of this

distinction, research in the.humanistic areas- is generally thought of in

ad hoMinem terms and judgments of its value are expressed in status within

-
disciplines. The iprmal, hierarchy of rank and prerogatimps seeps

'conformity with a "real" hierarchy of research authority, and to a, degree .

achieves it. 1.

s

c.



Evamat.ion - ,,..
..

. .

Proposals for yesearch initiation grants, applications f6r fellowships or
.

speCial support from the Institute for the Arts and Humanistit Studies, and-

o

requesti for support from the small-grants fund administered:by the Associate

Dean for Research are subject to review. Criteria are drawn from the essent ial

value and,leasibirity of the research which is proased, from the, competence of

. .

the researcher as judged by his peers, and from the promise of the research

as it may contribute to the authcrity df the researcher and of his 'faculty.

The function of the criticism at .his initial stage is not.to exclude, but to ,

encourage every reasonable research idea. The interests of ''externalsagencles,
-/

publAc organizations and the like, are not crucial except as journal editors,

publishers, and readers may judge the final product. Althbugh research contributes

tothe validityand authoritf c lassroom instruction, the particular research

topic need not bear directly upon specific curricula or course sylbabi. The

capacity to give lucid expiession to research results is to a degree an end in

itself,, Thus investigative or critical excellence in one area may be regarded as
.

*7
,

,- - -
, , .

.-

supportive of the researcher's competence in`'another. Individuals may elect

,
.to develop a distinctive style, or method, in research, wjith or without a

similarly distinctive selection of subject materials. This does not necessarily!

,

contradict clearly defined specialization.

Evaluationof finished research is much more complex. The pertinent agencies

are departmental committees" charged with responsibility for faculty appointments,

promotions, and the awarding of indefinite tenure:together With the department

heads whom they advise. Authority to'proMote or to award tenure does not rest

in Lhe departmentg, but their prerogative to initiate recommendations, or to

refrain from doing so, gives authority in decisions of this kind greater than

"that of the hierarchy of collegial and university committees which review what they

117
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.have done., In the functioning df these comdittees, no other factor weighs so
1

teavily as that of finished research whose quality is recognized by competent

authority both on the campus and elsewhere. There is concern, however; to

'avoid echanical application of the principle of "publish or perish," and attempts.
--,

are made to,recognize the_individual who maintains a high level of creative

scholarship although it may not result in copious publication. Popularity as a

'teacher takes on special significance when the students clearly comprise a

legitimate scholarly audience. In summary it can be said that the proper balance

,

,

between research and teaching is a continuing concern for the College of

Liberal Arts: on the one hand the necessity for good ,teaching is clear in a

college with the largest,0 enrqllment in the university, while on the other hand
4-4

faculty members, are aoutelfsconscious of their obligations to generate new

knowledge.

9

9
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COLLEGE OF SCIENCE - Dr. Rotemary Schraer, Associate Dean for Retearch

Research policy

Each element of this C011ege, and the College itself, is considered as the'

custodian of a discrete body of knowledge. Each body ,of knowledge is subject

to stank expansion, modification, and refihementthrough its involvement in
$

research, and to interpretation through instructional programs. This concept

is reflected in the expectation that every member of the faculty will accept a

dual commitment: to teaching, and to research. Superior promise in one of, these

two commitments is prerequisite to the first academic promotion; proved excellente

in one or the other is prerequisite to the award of indefinite tenure.

Implicit in this concept is that of the University as an intellectual

structure, invhich the function of the, College, as

This structure is subject to perturbations derived

shifting emphases of large-scale, mission-oriented

4.

a "Core" ..college is significant.

characteristically from the

research, with accompanying

\It shifts in the availability of research support. Counter to these perturbations

1,p the possibility of excessive formalization exp're'ssed either in static '

patterns of knowledge or in organizational arrangements. The policy of the
isms

College would appear, therefore, to require a constant balancing of forces in

1
support of continuity and proportion "in both teaching and research.

To 'expresd the same set of relationships in terms of the individual

scientist, a master practitioner within an aspect of Science may be thought of
4

as committed to the integrity of the body ofknowledge which he commands, and

hypersensitive to valid changes in that knowledge. Similarly, the effective

, -

res earch-policy of this College, although it resists day-to-day formulations,

... ' .

appears to consist of a continuing resolution'of differences between bases of
v

s, _
'., . .

ystaUlished knowledge and their several fiontiers of expansion and change.
.

12.9
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I Climate
,

The Dean of-the College advised against overly facile adaptability to
.,

1

opportunities for support: "Don't do something that you don't want to do."

However, given a focus for his researchinterests, the yOUng faculty member.

is encouraged to develop scholarly proposals and to submit them. Some of them,
. , .; ....

accustomed to working tinder the guidance.of a mentor,. are at the-butset t
f 'a .

,I,

reluctantto accept independent initiative in the development of progosmis. They
'c

see it as,"gamesmanship," or "hustaing." They tend to approach their projects

with careful scholarship, seeking out the senior colleagues-best equipped to

help them. On occasion they consult with the Associate Dean'fof Researoh and are *

helped to find men of kindred intvests. All proposals prepared in the

College pass through'theltands of the Associate -Dean for Research. .At this point

further advice may be pertinent, particularly with regar to.matters of.form and

_consistency of statement. Proposals are not "eensoted" (i.e. denied the authorizing
..

signature) in contradiction of those who propose thei.This is in recognition of:-

the quality of reviewing panels which the funding agencies are able to vide, ,,

. -

and with which the faculty'member has the prerogative of taking his own risks. It

.

is also in recognition of the effectiveness of communication and criticism

within the departments themselves through whichall-cOnsidered 'proposals seldom

make their:Way to the point of actual submission.
.

r
It is standard practice in the College to review every-rejected propoSal

1
I. . .

with its 'author, carefully analyzing the reasons given by.the pertinent agency 1if

^ for the. rejection, and. developing appropriate correcaons-:' In such circumstances
....... .

the Associate Dean for Research encourages promptpreparatiOn for. resubmission.
.-...

. .

"Get the ego out of it,",and.acknowledge the scientific probity of reviewing panels.

In this College the development of Community understanding of research by ,

colleagues, throughkolloquia,- seminars, etc., appears 'to_be' a departmental

rather than a collegial function. Some departments are more active than others-
7A!..
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in this regard.- Mere is no College committee for research. Among faculty-
,

members/the sense .Of departmental% as well as of collegial, identity is ,quite

0. ti

. rz

.stxong. The fact that there are some two hundred,and forty biologists in the faculty

of the Un'iversity as a whole, while fewer than half of them are in the central

departmenfs of Biochemistry.% Biology, Biquhysics, and-Microbiology, is perceived

by the Associate Dean, for Research troublesome, and possibly'wasteful,

- redundancy. 4
.

.

---,- * :
-,f ,

.

Maintenance
N,
of supporting servi4s.- highly skilled maahinists,

.

glass
. .

. - .

x

,,

blowers, technicians, librarians,- stockroompersonnel, etc: - is a nedessary
:N.

'

. 0- 11., .\
'cOntribution to the cl to for research, and an expensive one.

. .

i .

Reporting . A -
.. f

; .

0 No reports of research activity in the.College.are.Toutinely publish9d
..' -

ir

other than in the general, annual report to the Vice President fot Research% ie.

" A

and
e
Graduate

.

Instrumion, which does not include an enumeration of projects.
.

.. 6

Faculty members are attentive to national and international publications related
.0 ,:'

.

to their fields, and to published lists of grants by important funding agencies. *'

0
. .

47 -...._ . ,.
.

,,- .

They are no supplied with catalogues of the work being carried forward by'their

colleagues, nor do:they appear to find the omission inconvenient. Although it
.:

. !
.

is not a matter of, articulated policy, there is.a tendukcy,in the College,

0

especially at the level'of sophisticated research, to think of the several

fields of science in large terms, without parochial emphasis on local specialties
4

.

Common interests emerge iii terms'of general areas of investigative concrn, as for
.

..,.
. ,

. .
.

.-,. .
1

example the area o
*I.,

Ptimmunology,' in whidh,distinct research projects 'are Currently

, i
, . ,

,going forward in the epartments of Chemistry, Biochemistry, Biophysics,., and
'07. .

Microbioldgy.

. .

The College maintains its records of research activity _in two.f4ratats: 1) fiscal_

. .

flits for all,externally funded projects, in which research is partitioned project

k'. 4".
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-
by project with appropriate budgetary 4esignations, and 2Y- persdnel

which the activities of each member of the faculty are accounted fo'r., The '0'

two.serve different functions in that the f, 3.r accountability for

ticular projects and to funding agenCies, normally on tiMe'spafiZt'trom two

to five years; the second supports the accountability of the' individual scientist ,

'the institution and to his discipline, normally:on the time span'of'his full

'career at the,University. Furtheromfe, the personal

of research.time to agencies external to the College,

record reflects-commitments

to research institdres

and centers, and to other )colleIes, in vhich,projedts are admiiistered and

for which, this College may have no, fiscal responsibility. For this College,
4

facdlty research time is, markedly an export commodity.

Some thought has been given to the question of whether a comprehensive

information system for the entire University would
,
be of special use to the

P 1

i

work of this College. If Orie were developed, itshouldptobably be based On a

relatively- simple "short title". or "key term" system.
r-

...

work being done locally in relation to silicones, for exam

, Such a' service would also be expensive, arid it appears to be doubtful whether

'the expense could be justif ed. A,More fundamental qUestion gay be whether the °

1 ,

,. .. .
,,

University represents the appropriate scale of operation
,

for such a service, and

. whether a regional system like the Current Resear.ch.Information"System in
. ., ..

.
..

... . 0 '
Agriculture would not be preferable. It may be significant that there

t
appears

, .

ick reverence to all

e,' would be h elpful.

4

,

to be/very little use, indeed very little awareness, of the services 'now

,
maintained by the Science Information Exchange at the Smithsonian Institute.

a.

, Evaluation

Apart from counseling with respect to preparation of proposals described'

above, evaluation of disclece research projects is not an overt and formalized

activity of the College. - Some "peer-group reiewipg" occurs 4t-the departmental

4
2.
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level, but this also appears" not td take the form ofsgystematic analysis and

appraisal of projects. As indicated above, unusual prOmise irrresearch is

. 1
,

ohe means of achieving the first promotion,arid proved-excellence in research is
.

',.. c
. \

one means of achieving indefinite faculty tenure. Thus the primary focus of
. .

,

evaluative judgment is on individual researchers rather than onprojects,

although the individu ' performanceth respect to projects in which he has

taken part a source cf crucial data Recommendations of persons for promotion

or for the award of tenur' originate in departments And therefore reflect the

judgment of peers in the sense that daily'asSoCiation in all aspeCtS of the
I

faculty member's work qualifies his immediate .colleagues as his peers. Such

recommendations are reviewed by the College, at whicki point the peer-group is

alwaysi expanded when elevation to the higher ranks or tenure is contemplated.

It 'is expanded by consultation with scientists external to the University who are

established members of the particular cadre to which-ghe candidate belongs

or aspires to belong. At this level the importanee of success in specific researChk
4

activities takeson,special emphasis through the impact of publications,

citations', and professional "visibility." . In the award of tenure, advisory

committees composed of appointed, faculty members in the College and erom other

colleges make judgmehts of. professional quality. ©

On an entirely "different scale and in adifferent dimension of judgment the
. . At ___

. ., 1.
t

College of Science has made decisions to terminate research programs of considerable
P

magnitude. In all such instances the governing criterion has been the capacity

of the college in term5of situation, equipment, support, and faculty to maintain °

4

work comparable in quality with that available to,otherinstitutions.

O

.4
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SUMMARY AND COMPARISON

The ten protocols quoted above are repetitive at many points, and seldoM

explicitly contradictory of one another. Emerging from them, however, are a
. .

number,of recognizable dimensions of differea.t. The kinds of differences'might
.. ---,

... .,

be formulated in a number of ways, among which some are so,conspicuous that they

may be regarded as immune totexception, for exadplesf

Ir--Emphasis on instruction

The College of Agriculture in l'971 -72 recommended the award of

degreotp 350 candidates, four fewer than there are members on the

\faculty of the College. In contrast:the College of Education in
a

a
the same year recommended the awardof 1,783 degrdes, or pore than

fourteen for every one of its 126 faculty members.

.

1

This contrast may be furtheL'elaborated by analysis of the__

numbers of students enrolled ih one college but taking course work in

others. Mathematics, for example, is organizationally identified with

the corlegeof Science but provides instruction .fundamental to a majority

--lof the degree granting programs offered by the University. For such'

.a
,
department as madematics,the.number,of dggrees recommended

represents only partially the magnitude of its instructional respon-

sibility. Departments and colleges-for whom instruction is an "export"

service are easily identifiable.

2. t Emphasis on .graduafe.btudy -*

1,271-72 the Collee-,of Earth an Mineral Sciences recommended

the award of 299 degrees, of. which-132, qr 44%, were advanced degrees,

In contrast, thelollege of Human Development in_the same year recoMMendee

the award'af 609 degrees,:-,of which 65, or 10%, were advanced degrees.

It iS apparent that the proportion of attention and time necessary
. .

t ,

to sustain. work with relatively mature students in terms ofrelatively .

,t
12

.

1
1 34 . ,
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,,

advanced problems, including,at least initiatory research problemd,

.

is much greater in the one college than in the Other. -

3. Immediacy of concern for.developient -

"Development" is here used in the sense implicit in the abbreviation

. .

"R and D." This dimension of difference appears in-several ways,
1.0.

including:
. . C , _

. . .-) . . .

Organizational terminology, which, provides the title "Profassor.of,
(

, .

e."----- ,
Dairy Science" in the College of Agriculture for an individual mho

- in the C011ege of Science would be entitled "Professor of Biochemistry.V

Modes of research publication ranging from operational bulletins

adapted for immediate 'use in ,the field 'to dependence'mpon refereed

journals with specillized readershiPt:.

Viability in cdnsultativ4 functions with clearly defined grAtt--oup's of'

clients in business,.government, education, and other institutional

entities. ff

f

AP 1

Instructional programs with explicitly *vocational"'and "professional"

objectives,

Propasal7project models of research accountingl-
f

o

. ,

Some colleges maintain and some routinely publish' catalogues of
e x -

clearly defined,-short-term projects'in research which its members have°
- )-

o .4t

proposed or wh \ch are in progress. Others do not,eor do so only to

the extent required for general university accountings. This, difference

_requires particular interpretation'in.every instance. 4erfunctory
-

project :records may indicate
.
lack of mature engagement' in a large

research 6ommunity, but they may also indicatepreferencejor an

ad hominem or disciplinary emphasis cotbinea with productive reseaicti

activity.

135
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, 5.- Research maturity -

"ituation, mission, and circumstance should have resulted in uneven

4S
41.

s"
In.the histories Of universities it is inevitable that dAfferency

development of the many fields in which such institutions undertake to

be of service. A.ollege whose record of effective research is a ion

. .-- .

one provides a.climate and a confidence different from those more
,48' .

. 4 . .t

recently entered into activities of _this kind. New colleges are not
. ,

.
. ,

.

necessdrily less aggressive'in research-than older ones; in fact,
).-

'' '.-
4 b-

the contrary is sometimes true. The basic difference may) be one of
.

.. c.§

.

language,: the otder'colleges having accepted thoroughly the terms and
40.

'intonations n d in'their da4.1Y w rk, while their junior colleagues.
A,,

.are still evolving a new -set for new purposes.6 resulting aberrations 0°-

of communication are capable. of produding occasional confusion.

1. . , -1

This...summary cannot, of ,course, be definitive. More dimensions of
-,---6 'v

. . . .

difference mightBt suggested, and those which have been
i

suggested could be.

differently formulated. The essential point is this: when reseerch officers

from all colleges are assembled - as for example in an administrative committee

for research - they can twether rel5rAnt the total community of interests,

activities, and purposes only at a general- and titular level. The several
-.

.,

special interests which they represent are not perfectly commensurate. The '
*

,.
members of such a group, have neither tha capacity nor the wish' toassume,pre- iv

1
. a

scrifEive authority over,all the varieties, of research which they represent.
- ,41

_ , .

Their collective effect, like their effect within the is not that of ,

,,,.. -

. 40control and colatraints, but that of elaboration and development.' In this . ,4
1

a ,_ -

,-

respect they typify all.academid research,cddinistration, for universities are ,:,,,

naturally 'acclimated to t
-

he discovery and,,,encaurageilient Of talent. In reseach,:

as in ihAtrA
T

tionaI p6grams,, the product when suCce s' occurs -

. . ,
.-,,,.

should 'improve upon the -sYstem. .which produced it. So it is that faculties\
., .

-.

0
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undertake to build

tP

a
(f!

university better than either they or their constituents

k5ow how to ask for. When and if they build it, the next stage Will seill be

.

on ahead of them, with qualities yet to be understood.

Research administratorsd. committees are intensely concerned with what

'their institution ought to be doing, as are their faculties. This question is

the one, on which daily work is focussed. It has many answers, in numerous

fields of interest and at several levels of generality. At thp highest 'level of

generality the answer is always the the university itself ought to

`..

improve in the range and accuracy of understanding which it can provide.

, 4110A-
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ITT-

INSTITUTES, CENTERS, AND EXTRA-COLLEGIAL
0

LABORATORIES ASS

AGENCIES OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH',

Philosophically, the most interesting evelopment
of the last decade:is the interdependency that.has

, grown among the sciences, resulting' in. an integration
to and unity that mocks nature. We have biophysics and

biochemistry, and geophysics and astrophysics, and
mathematical neural-electric research, and dozens of
other hyphenates interdisciplinary sciences.

=- Jerome BI- Wiesndr, Where Science and Politics
Meet, pp. 19-20.

4
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Beginning with the establishn

1

nt of the Pennsylvania Agridultural

Research. -Statipn ,in 1887, forty-three instituteswor centers have been

organized and continue -tai-fuuction at the Pennsylvania State UniNiersity, 1

of which twenty-nine are primarily committed either to the organization

and coordination or to the actual conduct of research. The rate at

. , which such organizations have been created increased sharply after World

11,

.

War II but has tended to deteleratd more recently. .Prior to 1960 the majority of_.-

such organizations were in the sciences: Sincd that time similar

administrative proceduree,have esen extended to the social, sciences andt
/

the humani
.0t

In these developments the Pennsylvania State University is typical'

of large, research- oriented universities throughout the nation. The

creation of new, epicollegial authorities for various purposes, including

organized, interdisciplinary

of university adthinistration

and investigation.
2

research, is one of the recognized resources

and has itself.become a topicsof discussion

Instituted and centers are organized in many different patiernst both .

with regard to their internal structures and to the ways in which they

relate to colleges, departments, central administrative OffiCes of,the'

universit%eand to society at large. like the colleges, they are neither

static nor uniform. Hpwever,.they all share a Comm* characteristic in
0

that they are different from And !o a degree, extraneous to he collegial
'.

:

structure whose neighbors they are. By virtue of -this common characteristic

.

and Of their accelerdted growth they now constitute a factor tmportant

1
Mary M. NorMan, Centers and Institutessat-the PerinsylvaniaStat University.

A Case Study,--Center for the Study of Higher Education,-Report NO: 9 The
Pennsylvania State University, Marcy 1971. p..6.

2
Stanley 0. Ikenberry and Renee C. Friedman, Beyond Academic Departments,

San FrAnCisco (Jossey-Bss) 1972,'and appended bibliography.

13a
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to the climate for research and the grbwth of knowledge within the

the universities and throughout the nation.

An institute founded by a universitSr.andas pert of the -total

university structure presumably must have essential relationships with

AW
some part or parts of the parent institution. Mutual independence is

theoretically possible but operationally improbable. An institute

-which has no need for a university context may Be extruded or may

extricate itself from academic affiliation, bueit is Unlikely to

continue long in a_ pointless alliance. :For all others a neqesiary

. relationship exists, and it may be-a relationship either of symbiosis

or parasitism. nParaeitism" in this context is not a Pejorati4e term.

For example; the dependence of a scientist upOn routine services of an
.

institutional Computation Center-fflay be both-legitimate-end desirable.

Symbiosis,: of courses is an ideal toward which administrative restructuring

in geAiral'is directed:

One indication of institutional vitality is that of readiness

and, ability to engage on new investigatiVe fronts. Such ventures test'

the quality and comprehensiveness of basic knowledge. An advantage which

accrues-from the development,of institutes and centers is improved

-accessibility and visibility which they give to the interplay of new

ideas and old ones. ."They help to bring. Critical relationships into

focus, And to improve the probability of adVantageoUs resolutions.

Lt. k
As an expl9ration of this'hypothesis an enquiry was condticted_

during-the fall term 1974 at Penn State University, 'and in the. following

*elmanner: two .%tate ments had appeared, one imiblish n Sciencd.and theoother

1

3 RObert Straus,'"Departments and Disciplinest Stasis and Change,"
Science, 182' (1973), 895 -98.
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delivered as as a talk before a group of administrators of interdisciplinary

resegrch,
4

and had attracted notice. Both papers are critical, of the

depamen'tal and collegial structures of universitieS, but with.different.

emphases and degrees of, urgency. (Copiesof the articles are included

as appendices of this chapter.) These articles were duplicated and

distributed to 154 members of the academic community identified to some

extent with interdisciplinary research and/or instruction. They were

presented under cover of the following memorandum: '

This is a request for your assistance in an effort to,collect
information on a recurring question pertinent both to the review of
graduate programs and to a study of research evaluation which is now
going ar on campus under the auspices of the Grad9retchool and
of Vice Presi ent Cunningham's office.

My request is that you read the two attached papers by Robert Straus
an'd Sidney Sternberg and give me your considered responge to them in a
memorandum of three or four paragraphs, - or more if you,see fit to
expand the topA in terms of, your experience.

The requeseis.being addressed,to all directors of graduate programs,
associate deans for research, and directors of institutes. -I believe that-
on the basis of your responses it will be feasible to put this discussion
cif authority as it. is understood in-the'universityon a factual basis, and
to arrive at some understandings which may prove generally useful.

. .. ,

. The response requested of you is intentionally left "open-ended." I
hope, however, that you will see fit to\write in terms of your actual i

experience within the elements of the university wjth which you ara ....

familiar.. In making .our analysis of the responses - which will, .of Course,
be made aVailable*to Our we will attempt to Use equitably the ?tem of

.!
evidenceon these questions that you give us. .

.

Apart from mention of "authority as it is understood in the university" .

no summary or interpretation of the two articles was offered-, aj the request

was, for "open ended" responses in; terms of individual experience. Sixty-five

,-7

4Sidney Sternberg, "The Management of University Interdisciplinary Regearch,
'University of Southern California Research Management Improvemdnt Workshop,
Los Angeles, July 9 & 1974. '* .

'Sss. 13214i
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responses were received, ranging from the Jithree or.four, paragraphs"

,suggested to thoroughgoing,letters with enclosures. From this return it

may be inferred'ibal the articles touch upon matters of lively interest.

Free reponses to discursive statements do'not,a4dwif of quantgied

summary. The pages which follow ar esigned to provide a spectrum of

representative attitudes, retaining inso ar as is practicable the actual

language of the,respondents. As mbght be expected-from the manner ofthe

enquiry;, all responses tend to be critical of the articl'es in one sense or

another. Only three reject 'the discussion ai,having no immediate pertinence

k
in their- experience, all three from persons engaged in activities of humanistic

interest. Among the remaining sixty-two memoranda some take a generally

affirmative stance with respect' to the articles' and proceed to develop

their own improvements and refinements of them. In this sense `they maybetheir

interpreted as pro'Straus or Sternberg or both. Others take agenerally
-

,

5
The respondents, whose names and professional identifications appear as

they are cited below., have the following characteriStics:

Total number: 65 %
_ - ,

Professorial rank: Full 92, Associate 10, Assistant 3.

Administrative responsibility:
,

11

Deans (and one vice president): 6

Institute directors: 7

Department heads: 19
4

Disciplinary areas:

Humanities: 10

Social Sciences: 21
, Biological Sciences: 15

Physical SCienCes: 17

Interdisciplinary areas represented: Agronomy, Animal Science,
GeophysicsOleiltKAdministration, Human Performance, Poultry
Science; Laboxatory.Animals, Special Education, Land,and
Water Resources; Genetics, Biangineering; Environmental
Planning, Nutrition,, Transportation, Applied Research, Dairy
Science, Air Environment; Theatre Arts, Solid State Science,
Fuel Science, Nuclear Engineering, Mineral Economics, Speech
Pathology and Audiology, Petroleum Sd Natural Gas Engineering,

Arie_andiHumanistic Studies, Environmental Design, Materials
, Research, Medieval 'sfudies, Human Resources.

, '133 142 --
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negative stance with respect to the articles and develop alternative .

points of view. These may biregarded.as con Straus. or Sternberg, or both.

According to this diVisidn memoranda may be-distributed as follows:

Pro Con

Straus 14 47

Sternberg 6 55. -rt

s

All of Sternberg's six supporters are includgd-among the fourteen supporters

of Straus.

.

More fundamental is the oppdsition to the articles on the ground 1
,.

.

. that no.legitimate distinction holds between departments on the one hand
L 0

and institutes on the other, and therefore that discuSsion of academic

relationships in thege terms is misleading. Division of the memoranda

pro and con on.this issue cannot be made with any.assirance of fairness.

Many of the memoranda mention it More or less directly, frequently by

e,
way of suggesting that departments have in most instances passed through °

phases in thhr history in which they resembled the-current institutes,

or that.institutes,sometimes prov,e to be departments in the making. The

teaching of this aigument is to the 'effect that institutes should be,

considered; not in general, but one at a time, each on its merits, or that -

the process of change is evolutionary rather than managerial. One of the

, memoranda advances this point of view quite forcibly:\ - a .e
.;

6
, . . All the two authors are'saying, is that departMents should be replaced ..C-

by 'other groups; designated as interdiscWlinary,that would have the Same ,.
functions'as dapartmeats and would grow tolgve, if they did not have from
their inception, the same strengths and weaknesses as the type of department -

that.dominates the universities tod y. These present-day departments are
normally as much interdisciplinary as those envisioned by the authors of the
two papers in questio. No Engl sh department is composed entirely oft'A

0.
6
Memorandup from John/D. Ridge, Professor. of Economic Geology And Mineral

Economics and Departme t Head. October 24, 1970.,
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specialists in Chaucer, and just as' much productive interaction can be
generated between two members of an Engh department, the main interest
of one of whom is Victorian poetry and of the other is the influence
morality'plays on the Elizabethan'and Jacobean:dramatists,as can be achieved
between a Phanerozoic paleontologist and a present-day climatologist.

.
.>

.. . In short, if anyone pursuing-redearch as a major part of his lif
t effort is not capable of realiling what can,badded to his wOrk by

collaboration with dne or more other scholars in another area (or areas)
of study, he will fail to.make the contribution,,,df which he iapotentially

'capable no matter what the type of adriinistrative unit to which he is
assigned. ood people can work and prosper in any environment, academic
or othe

N
Ise, but they will do best in one in which they .are encouraged,

and supported by the administrator in charge ofdtheir,portion of the major.
P organization, no matter what the,administratdris title or how his group is

designated. Sternberg argues against ad hoc alignments o scholars from
,various disciplineas lacking the permanence needed fqr sound results/a.
Against this concept'it can be pointed out.that a permanent, interdisciplinary%
group will shortly become as,hide-bound an arrangemeic as any department now ,

in existence. In fact such a group would be worse than the department
becve'its members would have less in common than those of the more usual
department'. Once the particular project that bound the,m1mbers of such a
group together had been completed, they would be far less likely to form /

. themselves into another, and equallyviable, group than would'members
coming together as a resultof a recognition of a common interest in, and

!abtlitY to contribute to the solution.of, a pOblem of interdisciplinary
.1v: .

..I character. 1 0 . 0

The contradictory position is also eXpressed, in which parochialismis

.
accepted as a native characteristic of departments and colleges as such.

4, t e .

.

Even where on or the other of these positions is asserted quit categorically
6

there Is'also,qualificatidn which indicates that the difference is a matter
.

of.point of view as well as of objective fact. For example:'

7
With rearence to the "power base", iteis felt that this is departmentally

oriented at our University, Though one frequently wonder's whether one should
say it is college oriented. There is reluctance to cross traditional,,
departmidntal, or college boundaries. . :. This applies 6O.tidth education-and
research. The structure is maintained Primarily because we are reluctant,
to change and,.m like the status quo.

There are difficulties in0attempting 'to,conduct interdisciplinary programs
in both the educatiOn and research areas which are frequently discouraging.
It is S ethe writer'pinivithat we at Penn State.have fewer-difficulties than
most other institutions. It is gratifying that so much does get' accomplished,
and that interdisciplinary programs do work as,,well as they do.'

. .

7
Memorandum from William J.'Moroz, Professor of Mechanical Engineering and

Director, Center'for Air EnvironMent Studies. October 18, 1974.,
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Although the distinction between institutes and establisheedepartments

ir
\may at some points tend to become hazy, it appears to-have furnished-the

terms in which discussion of the issues involved is currently practicable.

4
Both Straus and Sternberg win approval to the degree that they-are

recognized as having evoked,significant problems. As will appear, the

respondents accept the terminology as viable and develop from this terminology
.:- t.

.
,

the topics of debate most useful from their several points of view. It does

not follow that because of their'common origin the terms and topics retain'
06 .

single and consistent meanings as they are used in the variety of situations

to which they apply. In any terminology of thI:degree of complexity,

semantic slippage occurs.

In order to illustrate ways in which the various as cts of this set

of problems is understood, wel of the memoranda-are here quotea
- c

The twelve, were- selecte an the hat's of their representaApeness and from

a among those which .constitute fully developed statements. All of the authors

but-two are,engaged'in,activities generally thought as interdisciplinary

in nature. Fouof the authors are identified with research institutes. 440

order to minimize bias in presenting these memoranda they are quoted in

alphabetical ordef, based on their authors' names. They are-numbered from
,

tl.'. T

1 through 12 for convenience of reference.
.- .

i

, Memorandum 1:8 .

.

.. , .) .
:

'Sternberg and Strads proceed f.rqn. the assumptions that Universities

should solve society's. problems and that interdisciplinary research solves
such brablems beer 4."an ditciplinary research to the conclusion that
Universities should bejestructured fo encourage interdisciplinary research
at the expense of existing disciplines. My etperience and thinking on the
matter Leads me to question their assumptions and the long term implications
oftheir conclusion. Moreover,.even if their assumptions and conclusions arts,.

,
.

'.,.

8
Memorandum from Ronald-Abler, Associate Professor of Geography,

October 22, 1974.
-.....

.. -

. 4r:
.

_...
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sound, I foresee difficulties if the policies thil follow from their conclusions
,are applied by the Social sciences and humanities.

The first premise, that a University's overriding concern.is,or should --

15e solving society's current pressing problems,'does not enjoy universal .

support inside or outside the academy.

The second assumption, that interdisciplin ary research solves. problems
better than disciplinary research, remains to be demonstrated. Straus has .

fallen into the trap of- confusing disciplines and the content or knowledge
they possess. A discipline is a community of scholars who-ask similar
questions. A discipline's "knowledge" resides not in the answers to its
questions, which obvioUtly change from time te,time, but in the questions
themselves. To the extent'that the questions are valid querits aboutluman,
experience or physical phenomena, they provide unity and co'ResivenesS'
decades or centuries even thou* the answers or "facts," as Straus ,dis agingly
refers to them, change. It is not "logical and necessary that the boundaries
of disciplines should change" as knowledge changes. _Disciplines need change
only as the questions they ask become invalidfi.unimportantr or inadequate.
Geographers havebeen asking the same fundamental questions about places.;
people, and their intetrelationships for ,500.years. The answers change
every time theasame question is asked because tht world changes;, geographers
get different answers for that reason, not because they are asking different
questions- opbecausethe:discipline,has.chlhged. Straus' arguments on this
point are iriawmenpg

I
V;11 ' r .

More c ttablywe cou'l4assiumez,thaf-he timpiy hasn't thought carefully
airout some,o his-as ptions%v5teingeri,and Straus:huttress their conclusion
that Universities shO d-hereetfUttu ea with unaupPbrteh assertions that
interdisciplinary researdh.is'gtOwini 1 r leaps 4k -bounds and that it cannot
flourish unless the alleged slifaangiho of t 41.tignalfdisciplines isbr4en.,
I'm not convinced thatoeither ssei4i4iS tr e

2
Ohticed no upsurge of .

interdisciplinary research during,thetlast,d cage -arid ptitber'Sternberg nor
StradS document their claim that it is**g 411g%; Alsq, they ignore the
possibility that the increases that hay n currEd 4ghtvbe a'response tuthe
increased funds available to support su ese:arch.: The authors' dismal view
of dispiplinary parochialism approaches a crude.cartcature. In the geography
depar,tments in which I've worked, Gros diScipliN0yeantacts and inteidisci--
plinary research and publication arehiely regarded and more likely to
Prpmote than hinder the advancement of.fhose engaged in them., Geographers
consider 'the ability to hold-One's own outside 4fietdiScifiine to be a desirable
trait. _

Pg'

4
I am wholly in

,

favor
off

)interdisciplin research. Because practitioners'. -

of different disciplines" view thesamg phy cal or social thenomenon4hroligh
different theoretical frameworks and ask diffeieht questions about it, such,
research 'came especially stimulating and piaductive. But both Stern1erg a
Straus are badly mistaken in-their,belief thIt ad hoc interdiscipliftglY
research is not theiProper way tep-receed-..--BaSFf-on-my--expetied-te and-thadr

research team was formed and because Ihe.researth team was formed with thaf

'2 137
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of others I know who havettried interdisciplinary research, I contend that
.

ad hoc Procedures are the only ones that will work, villterdisciplinary research,
prospers when, a clearly defined, ,soluble probiem64s tossed intothe laps of
a team of exPeetb who possess releyant expertfai.iSternberg's
infestation is a classic precisely because the.prablem existed before the,.



specific problem in mind. Had the same team stayed togethet aftei they ,.
,1-

..
eliminated the alfalft aphids and tried to find a new problem to.solve,
chaos would have ensued. Straus attributes the failure of the Yale program.
to disciplinary interference. .An equall probable interpretation is that
it was terminated becaUse its members (lice those at the recently terminated
program in Science and Society at Harvar Pent inordinate amounts otime,,,'
money, and effort trying to figure out what they were talking about a what
they should,do. In the absence of a common disciplinary perspective or a
clearly stated problem imposed from outside such a group, little progresw can
be made. Interdisciplinary teams find it difficult to formulate problems
because they,don't Speak the same languages. #

'. . .

It is tempting
*

to think that tli interdisciplinary_research prpcess
might be institutionalized in the service of Society, but I think that
adopting interdisciplinary rroplearch as a University goal, as Sternberg

..s.

,

uggests,'would be as short4ihted as adopting disciplinary research as a
major'goal. Neither goal coMes,to grips with the basic questiohs concerning
the Unviersity's role in society.

. .

Ti`Universities have gotten themse41 lvei into no end of trouble by trying to
be too many things to too many people in their quest for financial' support .

and prestige. UniversIties are (or-at least shouleSe) places where people ..../ .

. can think and teach oth9rs how to think. To the extent that Universities
prostitute themselves by styling themselves as,physiciahs for'societies'
ills and by scrambling after the megabucks, that are available to those willing
to assume that role, they vitiate their most important potential contributions
to society and civilization. Sternberg dangles NSF's alluring millionsand
Straus seems to argue that'since an activist role for Universitiei.is inevitable,
we ,9hould relax and enjoy.il. I cannot accept with , equanimity their proposals
that we restructure our Universities into Centers for the Absorption of Federal;
State, and Local funds. People in interdisciplinary research centers and
institutes quickly come to spend more time writing proposals than doing contract
research, andl-between.the two there is preciOus little time for teachih and
thinking. Unless I've mtssed somethip.g,.the'words "teaching" and "stud4nts"
appear onlY once in thes& two essays, which is probably indicative of how
much attention they would get in a University structdred'along the lines
suggested by Sternberg and Straus-.

Finally, what validity there is in the arguments put forth in the two
articles seems to 9 to hold only for the "hard" sciences and technology. I

don't see how the agricultural extension model cited bat- Sternberg could be carried
over into the social and behavioral sciences and the humanities. -A state or
local politician may_look benignly, even kindly, upon an extension agent from
the state University who is helping his constipents get bettercorn yields.
I shudder to imagine the same politician's reaction to an extension agent sent
out by the Political Science Department of the same University to help his
constituents get bettei government. The professional schools Sternberg proposes,
schools of petroleum, 'lastics, coal, -iron and steel, estuary waterways,
atbosphereg,and pollution, Make it cleat that his ideas have little relevance
inthe Liberal Arts~ and SOcial Sciences.-

4
!

Let me summarize what started out as a much shorter commentary before
I got angry-by saying that:

13§
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. ,.1. I am not convinced that interdisciplinary research is the wave of the
future and that disCipliues and departments are impediments to the successfulpursuit of interdisciplinary research by thOse so inclined. My experienceA in both points i% to the contrary.

.
.

2., It would4be a mistake to undertake serious tinkering with current
University poster structures in hopes of promoting interdisciplinary research.It's not necessary, it wouldn't prodUce the advertised results, and to the
extent,that such tinkering weakened disciplinary power structures th

.....4lithave valid and good reasonsfor existing, it:mould do great Warm to r
Uni/ersities.

4,
_

4.

.3. The Sternberg and Straus proposals are outgrowths of mentalities that,view
Univetsixies as Thnk Tad44 rather than educational institutions. Adopting
this viewpoint would be fatal, especially for -the social and behavioralsciences. Society'stpressing problems are social and _cultural in the final
analysis. Trying to solve them would inevitably enmesh the-Untversitrin

-* ,
political processes that woul'I destroy its role as an institution devoted
to teaching and research.

Memorandum 2:
9

4*

I have read the two papers by Robert Straus and Sidney Sternberg on the
role played by departments and disciplines in preventing interdisciplinary
research in Universities, and on the need ;or Universities to turn to and
devote,major'energies to interdisciplinary research in order to help the
government solve societaiproblems.

;..,

First of all I should'say that I have been thinking about these problemsfor more than 15 years. My ideals are lafkely docUmented in, two papers which
I published in the house organ of the Earth and Mineral Sciences College:Material Science - A Plan for Research and Graduate Study, Mineral Industries 31,
No. 1, October 1961, and Interdisciplinary Instruction and Research in,th e °
'College of Earth and Mineral Sciences, Earth and Mineral Sciences 42, No. 9,June, 1973. A paper based on the first article was also published in the ..
Journal -of Metals,' May 1962 end in some other journals. I am enclosing copies
of these.'

Let me first d4scusd the article bySterdberg.' The federal_ Governmenthas been putting pressure on the Universities.atleast since 1955 to add large
interdisciplinary research'' a-ctivities aim1 at solviig major societakor
industrial, problems. In the period 195542 the emphasis was on "materials
research.", In the late 60's it wason problems in the urban society; then
- conservation of the environment, and-nowit is energy research. The paper by
Sidney Steinberg is one of thvbest examples of an attempt to get the American,

--"° -Universities to reorganize.to function at the pleasure of the government in
solving societal problems without understanding our -concern for the effects
which this would have-On higheration_ittelf and on the institutionsthereof.

- .
% i

(-C

. . .

''.9'
From Maurice E. Bell, Professor of Geophyd cs and Associate-Dean for Research,

College of Earth and-Mineral Sciences. .October 28, 1974. `,/
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I agree that many problems of society, including*those of how to operate
companies at greater profit, are interdisciplinary, though not all of them are.

0 In his article "Departments and,Disciplines: Ststds and Chatge," Robert
Straus implies that the major obstacle to university reorganization. along
interdisciplinary lines is reactionary self-:int4restof profesSOrs in
academic departments who, have traditionally regarded them as the fundamental
building blocks of university organization.

a

Both of these authors seem to accept as a basic
1
premise without argument,

that interdisciplinary organization in universities is more desirable for
research purposes and possibly also for teaching than the traditional form of
univerAity organization in, departments, based'on academic.discipliRes. My own

views On these questions are as follows:

1. The universities should remain structured primarily in departments -

arranged around basic disciplines with a liberal sprinkling of interdisci-
plinary departments (like biophysics, for example) and applied departments,
many of which are implicitly interdisiplinary (like the Material Sciences
Department, which employs chemists, physicists, mineralogists, engineers)-
The primary mission of the University is still teaching, although our
government friends may think it is research on society's problems. It)is
the teaching mission, and not a perverse and reactionary resistance to
change, as Mr. Straus seems to think, that prevents the University from
being restructured into a vague interdisciplinary continuum, or even
into broad problem-oriented divisions each containing various fragments.
of the basic disciplines 'as we know them. .I believe that an eff'eCtive
education requires a student to be oriented towards one basic discipline.'
After that, he can add facility-and knowledge in other disciplines without
becoming chacIic in his perception of knowledge or lacking in depth, as
I suspect many are who are educated only in problem-oriented interdisciplinary
departments.

2. Research in the basic disciplines produces the.f6n0amental knowledge.
upon which new advances in applied science and engineering are based. It

has been said many World War II, and I believe it is true,

that we in the U.S. are apidly depleting the store of fundamental
knowledge, and that more, notsless attention should be paid td replenishing
the treasury. The production of'fundgmental knowledge is indigenous to
the University, more so than to the government laboratory, the industrial
laboratory, dr the-research institute. Fund'amental knowledge, and the

production of it, 'are utilized directly in the educational process,
Conversely, interdisciplinary, problem-oriented activities seldom
produce additions toidundamental knowledge.

3. I believe, with Sidney Sternberg, that "interdisciplinary research is an
equal goal and objective in the university along. with education and
individual dis6ipline research" (Sternberg, p. 2).- at least that it is

A
4 an almostequal goal. The problem is, how to it.ti

_
Neither Mr. Sternberg nor Mr. Straui has seen tie real ,cause of the problem

with interdisciplinary research in universities. The real problem is the
naturerof the financial support which the Government and also induatry has been

149
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A

willing to offer the universities in recent times for research. Mr. Sternberg..
speaks in gkOwing.te f,results achieyed by the agricultural research and
technology system nce pas of the Land-Grant, Acts. He presents this
system as.a model for interdisCiplinary achievement in universities. What
he does not say is that the'Land Grant Aces secured ng-term continuing
funding, tht responsibility for management and con of of which was broadly
vedEed in the universities themselves. Several) ttempts have been made during
the lastten years to get through Congress a la establishing similar support
for university, research of various kiiids; two attempts have failed in the
last five years to establish research and educational programs in mining and
related mineral industries with continuing Federal Government funding, and-
with matching funds from each,of the State Governments, just like,the Land
Grant programs in Agriculture. This.speaks loudly for'the greater degree
of anti-intellectualism prevailing in Congress and the-Executive during the
latter half of the Twentieth Century than prevailed in 1862 when the,first
Land Grant Act was passed. L

.
AI

If the Universities are to establish viabTe interdisciplinary research,
groups, both tenure and academic titles must bk offered to attract the highest
quality of academic personnel, becaudethese people must have,jobs that are
as attractive as those held. by facult members. engaged primarily in teaching
and in individual,clisciplime research. This ha ot,been possible in view
of the on-again - off -again funding available from ther the U.S. Government
or from industry. In order to prevent a build-up of arge numbers,of tenured
-faculty in interdisciplinary research institutes, let ratorieS, and centers
without either a teaching mission or assured salary support for the future,
the University wisely.decided in the 1960's toequire all actual or
proposed members'of such interdisciplinary research'activities to be at the
same time members of academic departments, and to require that their initial
appointments, and the granting of tenure and promotions to them be controlled,
by those departments,. This is exactly what Messrs. Sternberg and Straus are
complaining about, along with the various directors of the interdisciplinary
research organizations in the University. A good discussion of these problems
is contained in "Centers and Institutes at the Pennsy]vania State University,"
.by Mary M. Norman, Report No. 9, the Center for the Study of Higher
Education (1971), pp. 21 ff. Had the Uhiversity been assured of long-range
continued financial support for these entities, together with responsibility
for their management and control, it would nothave been necessary to make the
decision to have all faculty in interdisciplinary research units attached to
and controlled by' departments.. ..

In summary, I believe that the basic disciplines and heir corresponding
departments do serve a much needed purpose in providing_a_stahle framework for
knowledge, preventing intellectual chaos, Aproviding_opportunities for adding
to our store.of fundamental knowledge and truth, and insuring that advanced
students are educated in'dePth in at least one area of knowledge: Ofthout
recognition Ofthe basic disciplines, there would be no'r'esfEeint.appliea_to the

. tendency for proliferation of departmenti apd disciplines folMed from Interdis-
ciplinary combinations, in the university..

I-also believe that, with long-term finahc4a1_,support fr1m government or
elsewhere, interdisciplinary_research gropps will grow and flouriSh side by
side wi4h the academic-departments comprising the basic disciplImei.
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.'Memorandum 3:
1

,

The concern'here, I suppose, is not with small interdisciplinary projects
where two or three professors from different departments cooperate on a
particular piece Of research. This is'a frequent occurrence; the problem is

40g the establishment of larger and more permanent interdistiplinary research
i,

.programs.
. ,

..., - e.

,
- s. , ''

- .

It seems to me that Straud exaggerates the inherent difficulties of
operating such prbgrams. Perhaps Ifeel this way becahse my discipline,
Physics, is so basic that we can contribute to any program in the

r
sciences
tor engineering without losing identity or. .0n the othe hand

it is true too that the physics inAt required by interdisciplinary research
is oftenon the technician's level and does not'warrant faculty participation.
A second comment to Straus' paper' concerns his" emphasis on departmental powdr
as a hindrance to interdisciplinary research. At Penn State, the power
really resides in the college Deans' offices. I am obviously-not going to
State that they'are a hindrance, but I can see that they might be since the
sodiological pressure required, each Dean too strive for. excellence of his
college or of the departments of his colaege. The recent shift of.responsibility_
.for tenure and piomotion from department to college (and to the central
administration) appears to me to make it harder rather than easier to identify
and reward honest extra-disciplinary efforts of faculty because"the.higher
level of hierarchy simply has leas chance of knowing about the actual
performance (just-as it makes itharder to give consideration to the teaching
Contribution of faculty membersi). . ..

,The proposed-(Spernberg) blishmenenf "schdols ", each pursuing a well-
.

defined,aspect of either energ or conservation related research has merit
insolatas itlpoints'to.the necessity of having a long -range program. I

would rather call them "institutes'* ith the'idea thatthemajority of
cooperating faculty still be members of their traditional departments. In
this way it is.easy for faculty to shift into or out of-these appliep areas,.
depending on-the needs of /the program. If these instAtutes or laboratories
were tq be run asp "schools", they might harden into,empires just as the

cdepartment or colleges are .alleged to have done.: 'There would then be
physicidES, for exampie', whose allegiance would be to one of these-schoOls
and thetiAnsfer to another unit might' be more difficult than it=, is now.
Instead of parallel and xO6peting departments one would'have a structure,of

f
parallel and competing schools of applieds;esearch. Thismight not seem to
'be any worse, were it not for the fact that the "cutting edge" of scientific \

t- inquiry Foli.d get lost: There is no way to argue against the statement that,
applied research will ddt,lead-/iruly to better basic knowledge. The latter , ,:,
'is still best pbrsued,in the traditiotal disCiplines. ;4* .

. -.

There- is no reason, given:a measure of good will (particularly perhaps
on the part of the college Deans), why interdisciplinary'programs should not
wogk well within the discipline-structured University.'. But it seems clear to,
-me that truly novel scientific research would have a hard time in an applitd-

,....- -T

4

10
From Ernst BleuleD4 ProfessOr of Physics.- Octokber 10; 1974.

' I
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progiam-structared Upiversity..
willhe successful in enrolling
program and if it does not make
of-the faculty.

4

V

I believe'thg; ian interdisciplinary institute
the efforts 'R faculty, if'it has a goad
an effort-tcrdivert the discipline loyalty

v.

Memorandum 4:11
A

4

Your memorandum and attached articles were of great interest to us in
that we continue in the process of organizing env'. developing the'academic .

program in the graduate program in domniunity Systems Planning and Development.
Wg lave recognized-the potential strength of pursuing an interdisciplinary and.
inberprofessional proe6m but are also keenly .aware of the management problems
that ziRk are, inherent ireftSuchan arrangement. I will identify here.
some,of the'consideiatloris that I think are inherent in` an interdisciplinary
program such as ours and describe some of the approaohesiop have taken to
address situations we have experienced.

'First of alb I would caution agairist the no'ion that interdisciplitary
or multidisciplinary programs'ire inherently more dynamic'and innovative.
To support this point one need only surVey many of the professional programs
n: universities thatare almost by their very nature interdisciplinary but
frequently-exist to disseminate factiand to assimilate one Into'a proSession
as opposed Co.theosearch,for knowledge. Because our program has a strong
Trofesslonal orientation, its interdisciplinary nature poses reij.ly little
thlteat,To the academic program(per se. There cs, I th nk, a constants danger
of interpreting the multidisciplinary or ifiterdisdiplinary nature of the
program as nondisciplinary. If the prograin Were allowed to drift in a'
nonpsciplinary direction, it Would quickly becom a-training program for
professionals where certain, acts accepted by the rofession are disseminated'

tt

for student cons tion. ..
. .

.
. . ..

-......

An issue related to the professional nature of the Community Systems
,plainhg and Development,(CSPD) program is theprofessibnalsidentity arid,
credibility pf,the faculty and 'studentswith14 the program. The CSPD
program was structured around an academic mgdel.including the identification
of the faculties, involved in the program, from the Division of Biological
Health and the Division of Community Devel9pment primaN.ly,, as well s the
name itself. This academic briepUtion and identification conflicts with the
professional identification of the faculty and studentsLwithin the prograi:
Because many'Of the students are pursuing careers in a professional.area,
this poses problems of acceptance of both students and faculty in these
professidnal areas. The purity, of the academic model is.also protected from ..,

.,, membership and accreditation from external professional organizations and societies.
.

-
..,

r., One' of the major'isques thap.aris6s Amaintaining a multidisciplinary
,.

.

academic program is in program aaitinisation. The CSPD progrhm apsuCh'does
not have itspwn administrative integrity buf'draws on the budgets and the

.
-Ty V.

11

lkof Human Development. October 29, 1974.
From Gordon D. Brown, Associate Profdssor of-Health Administration, College'
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faculty.tesourcesin i number of academic departments and divisions. The
justification for involving these departments and divisions, however, is
based on the desire to involve them in the academic program. The effect
of this involvement in terms of progiam administration is t& introduce
great complexity iiitoordination and management. In our experience it is
clear thatthersoundness of the design of an academic program can be
justified only to the degred that that program can be properly maintained.
Additional consideration, therefore, must be given to program administration.

, An additional consideration in multidisciplinary cesearch2and teaching,
and one that Straus'identifies,- is the Inherent additional requirement by ,

faculty in advising, coordinating, setting program policy, and evaluating.
There is a wide rangeof program orientations and student interest within.
th. CSPD prograh, and4herefore, it is more difficult and less desirable for
the.program to establis h narrowly defined policies and procedureS,for the
teaching and research functions. As a result of,theincreased flexibility '

needed to .foster lin environment for innovation,.there is'much more
individual attention in terms of student'advising, the development of
a student plan of study, .instruction, and student examination and assessment.*
An example'of this coordination would, be the number of courses that we .,-

teach ,on a term basis Ito provide the various perspectives.that are necessary-
to include in the program. The problem that is created is that traditional
college and university criteria for evaluating faculty performance, i.e.',
courses taught, numbeA of students advised, and numbers of student.,
committees, do hot properly take into account the additional,effort
required of faculty to maintain arLinterdiaciplinary program. In short,
as Straus points out, traditional university and college criteria for
faqulty work load, promotion, tenusel etc., are based on the.traditional
notion of performance with academic disciplines. I would say this is:a
major problem in interdisciplinary and interprofessionaI programs and one
whiclk.we are giving cofteiderable attention to.

.

..:-.---

'A filwl comment f would make in,this memo concerns the desire to
.maintainsn acadqmic program integrity. This ssue is particularly
releVant if.tht program ipCiudes a teaching function and_relaEes,to the
creation f -a program base or core curriculum. , Because the program is
interdisc plinary and interprofsgional, there is an inherent assumption
that there will be a widgirange oPacademic'and professional backgrounds
reAresented do the ficulty, and the,program.can give the impression thatit.
willo,take on all' comers. It, is our opinion, however, that direction. of, the
program,should not be determineld siccoraing to which faculty members get
interested in it and apply tor, memership on the faculty. Instead the
program should determine its.direction and set its dial4ts and seek-,and

eialuate faculty compo'sition on the basis of the program direction and the
rate ay which the ptogrankis developing. Certainly multidisciplintry
.cannot be equated with'lackof direction and lack of program b$undaries.
Qer,mottd in "the graduate program is' that "if CSPD.is everything, maybe' it, .

- is nothing," '..f ', ..

' I hope that.these .Comments are useful in your program review. I altvery '.'

interested in the protssandi outcome of this review and -would-like very.
much for/faculty members from our program` to be invited to participate. It '

. is an Important area. of inquiry and for us avery timely.bne.z1
.

,

.
-- ...... . ..

. . A - .

4 At

r? .

NW,

k
o



Memorandum 5:
12

-

The fact °that I have been alsociatedwittt the interdisciplinary 4r/t.
approach to problems all of my professional career provides a clear
label for-my interests-and_,bellefs. Certainly the boundaries of
disciplines change, and they change because the.processof asking meaningful
questiOng and formulating hypotheses usually stretches boundaries:. The/.

prbcess of dealing with change involves either acquiring the basic knowledge
needed to deal with problems through additional education or training (no .
matter how obtained) or engaging in.colldborative effort with,someone

--'whp already has the knowledge.' TV process that I'have grown to appreciate
and accept is a combination'of theke that .involves a team.approach for
problem solving utilizing people with different but complimeniary back-
grounds and-training, e.g., in our own prograi we have:' physiologists,.
-biochemists, physical educators, anthropologists, industrial hygientists,
physicians, electrical engineers, mvehanical engineers, statistician and
computer' scientist. In-iturn, all of these participate in some way in
the'educational programs with which we are involved.

Unfortunately, it is true that a department can be stifling but this .

IS not exclusively due to the structure but to the people who are ii it
who insiston maintenance of the status quo and who refuse ta,allow the
fringes to extend.' The holding force is the economic one whicis related
to the parceling out of-money and promotions in.strictdred andrepetitive
ways. h-

'... 1 p
, .

Despite what I have said, there is order and value in-a stretchable
departmental system if the-ufrihges" are allpwed to extend and the.area..
of activity allowed to remain flexible. Professional societies fOrm the ,

basis of common:interest,and provide a mechanism for information exchange
and also provide, in large measure, the TIT4rature for graduate education
via the p ;ofessional publications that are sponsored. Here a ustfil peer
review process (frequently world Vide) is built in because of the usual'
requirement-for reviewer approval of submitted manuscripts, But even, the
societal system, which departments tend to.imitate, must remain flexible and
facilitate change. , ,

. . _

4.

As far'as Fenn State is concerned, I believe we have been forwafd
looking n sponsoring such activities ad. thsAnOitufesjorScience end-- .

Engineeringthe intercollege Retearch PrOgiams,,and yes - even the College
of Human Developbent on HUmdn Involvement) asamorphOus as the latter is.

To

.

(.<>

change farchange'issake is as arbitrary and capricious as 'adherence
tqa rigid dep'ertmental structure. But recognition df the fact that some
change forms the very crux of knowledge- expansion wises the pain'of gradual
transition -,arid preserves the very gist of-a University's reasoilfor being.

. .

0.

,
.

12
From E. R. Budkirk:.Professor of Applied Physidlogy, and Director of -

the Human'Performance Laboratory, Ocfober 16,'1974.

N
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AMemorandum 6:
13

.

By definition; the term "Interdisciplinary" admits to the existence of ' °,
disciplines. Further, the laws of supply and dethand, in both the short
and long term, determine the creation, life and ultimately the death of

--0disciplines. Supply is represented by students eager to learn the subject
matter and'professionals eager to Use an /oz add td the subject matter.
Demand is represented by society's need for bractitioners of the subject
matter plus a Willingness to foot the bill. -

\\.
Multi- or interdisciplinary areas often develop into discipli es in

their own right - whose-lifetimes are determined by the same law of supply
and demand. .0therldisciplines simply fission from a long-estab shed discipline,
particularly as demand for applied aspects develops. Origins iy-engineering

, consisted of civil as distinct from military.' The other influe s spawned
electrical.(from physics), mechanical and industrial (the industrial
r6olution) and nuclear (an'interdisciplinary activity that grew) - tb name '
a few. At the turn of the century a few universities considered railroad
engineering as a discipline. Penn State once had an instructional program
in electro-chemistry. Both have died.

In my judgment universities should maintain sufficient flexibility to

(
allow disciplines to e created, regardless of their probable lifetime, so
-long as the 'criteria f Supply and demand are met.. E. #erimentation in
this direction (and in the short term) is what interdisciplinary activities
'are all ,about.

, e

However, the basic disciplines,that.have faced the tests of time (greater
4-4than 50 years), must be maintained. Education and research_in these-are
necagsqry.for continuity and to add to the basic fund of human knowledge.

J.
Engiheers and sc ntists and a gregarious lot; never minethe willingness

of some to experiment with interdisciplinary activity (and for some to'
-change to newly cre ed disciplines). Experiments in the establishment of'
non-discipline-departmental structures, at universities fiave failed,,as witness
Southern Methodist Dilversity.

4' 4

So, we at Penn S'tate.are pretty well.sEructured and,balanced. We jiave
our basic department- disciplines together with interdisciplinary structures
allowing,foroexperimentation in research (our inter-college research programs)
and instruction (the graduate programs.). The life of these experiments
depends on the previously stated laws of supply and demand. Close attention
to indicators of these influences is required of a progressive university
administration. Encouragement of new Ventures should be a continuing

. possibility/yet caution should be given to not "flog dead horse0 no- matter
how beloved. Dr. Ralph Sia'has his own version-of The Golden Rule- -which
states "He who has'the golC.makes,th rules." The.administration must be
attentive to societal eeds as evidenced'by externalfunding potential in
considering the ontinua .n of an interdisciplinark program of research (and

'possibly of truction).

13
From. aul Ebaugh,.Professor of Engineering Resdarch and-'Associate Dean

for Reads ch, College of Engineerin: OctOber'21,; 1974.
'.
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I believe that the administrative officers of a university should make
'decisions effecting the life and death of programs. If they are unwilling
to do so, or if their record'is bad, they should be replaced. The making
of decisionsis what they have been trained (and are paid) to do.

Enough said!

Memorandum 7:
14

0

-Attached are.my reactions to the two papers on inter-disciplinary
research-that you transmitted in your memorandum of.October 3:

P.

+01rtments andaiSciWips:, Stasis and Change -- Robert Straus

Mlny will agree with the trends pres4nted in early sections of this
paper. The ever increasing momentum of change, the need for adjugtment,
the locUs of power in departments, and the structural rigidity of our .-

universities ye valid observations. Where I take issue with Mr. Straus
p is, in the last two sections arid the summary.

I am not-as confident as -the author that departterits must either .0
realign "their spheresof control over disciplinary activity" or-"lose
the power of control over basic academic decisions and rewards." Nor am
I convinced that the solytioll is for them to "redefine their discipline-
oriented identities and re-align the priorities tO'include cross-disciplinary

Academic power must reside somewhere, university, and I am
convinced that I will remain with departments and collegeb. Further, I
see very few forces at work to encourage departments to change and expand
their disciplinary boundaries. One may even raise question as to
whether they should.

The central problem,in many of our universities todayjs a "closed"
organizational structure. The existing set"of departmentg and colleges- -
formed long ago to serve industries and.srofessions suet as agriculture,
mining, engineering and medicine --is' ilKdesigned to accommodate the
- academic needs of pnblic agencies. Mr. Straus suggests a retreading of
existing departments. My solution is to open the door forthe entry of
new units into the system.

PennStatleis inter-college program is a step in the right direction,,
but we still try tb hide our institutes and centers and keep them from
becoming multi-functional units. Apparently our administrators feel that
they do not have enough power to persuade deans and departmentchairmen
that inter-college units'.are deaervingeof full membership within the academic
fraiernfty.

.

14
From John C, Trey, Professor ofLand Economics and Director of the .

Institute for Research on Land and Water ,Resources. October 10, 1974..,
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When I made a study of institutes and centers at Land, Grant Universities
several, years ago, one achqinistratdor toldfrme that every' university should

-have#a developmental college, separate from all others, into which new
teaching'apd research programs could be placed. Thig college would-be at
testing ground for new ideas. Some of the prOgrams undertaken would fail
and be dropped; others would thcceed and b4 assigned a. permanent position
in the organizational structure of the universkty.' I believe that this

-apiioachhas merit.

The Management ofUniVersity Interdisciplinary Rdsearch -- Sidney Sternberg

Although I am inclined to.agree with some of Mr. Sternberg's recommenda-
tions, his paper as a whole is extremely weak. He obviously is in favdr of
interdisciplinary research, but; in my opinion, for the wrong reasons.

Interdisciplinary research is not'an end in itself.- The objective.of
research is the discovery of knowledge. Sometimes only one person and one
discipline are needed. At other times the problem may call for the.,
expertise of an entire interdisciplinary team. The interdisciplinary
approach is not a "cure all" for the ills of university research. Nor is it
a guarantee that the work of the researcher will be applied rather than
theoretical.

,

.,

Very little'intetdigeiplinary research ;is bei&undertdken today, even '4'
"under the direction and-management of'research institutes. In interdisdiplinary,

A*
research, propositio ny from several disciplines are blended together to form
the hypotheses for study. Only'on rare occasions does this integration
actually take place. More often' the conceptual framework in team ,research
is a:tossed salad of propOsitions--each construct maintaining its identity
withAthe Raient discipline. In this latter case, the chief benefit is
'coordination of the work so that all effdrts'are directed toward the
solution of common problem.

I doubt mery'Much that we can rely on interdisciplinary approaches
alone to make our research more useful to society. As an institute director,.
I an.' pleased to have Mr. Sternberg.onpy side, but I wish that he would
strengthen his arguments for the support of interdisciplinary programs.

Memorandum 8:
15

Following is my-.response to your memo of October 3. I suppose I have
been involved with Bioengineering almost from its isception as a recognized
academic discipline. My early involvement was at tWeIniversity of Pennsyl-
vania which was one of three schools which received inTElal support from NIH
to establish training programs in bioiedical engineering.,i. During .that time
we had a number of conversations concerning the development, of an inter-

-, v.

.

'15
FrOm David B. Geselowitz, Professor and Head, Bioengineering. October 21, 1974.

. ,.. . ,
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° disciplinary field in the university environment. We recognized the
difficulty of an interdisciplinary piogram growing in the situation
where the power base was in the departments. Many of the remarks in
the paper by Straus struck a femiliar note. .They could almost be quotations
from our conversations.

Given this organization of the university, the interdisciplinary.
program faces significant probleMs. One solution'his been to create a
new department thus legitimatizing the new field within the power
structure of the university. This solves one. set of problems but ,at the
same time,it forces the interdisciplinary field into the, mold of the

departmental structure. There is.,,a real. danger that much of the flexibility
and interdepartmental cooperationthich are vital to the interdisciplinary
.field will be lost when it is made a discipline and a departMent unto itself.

Presumably then, there is a.need to alt.& the university sttucture in
order to foster interdisciplinary fields. It is not clear to me how this
might begt.be accomplished, although it is clear that an independent budget
is vital. I would note thaSo.at Penn, State there are almost as many approaches
to organizing interdisciplinary efforts as there are interdiseiplinery
programs. The Penn State ience should be valuable in providing some
indication of how interdisciplinary prpgramimight be nourished.

o

, I would point ou, that to some extent the relation of depattments ,

to interdisciplinary efforts is overstated in the articles. It is important
to note that in the department, or at any'leyel within the University or. .

society,, decisions are made concerning prioritieS Most departments today
encompass a variety of subfieldg whtch are universally regarded as belonging
to that field, Nonet , department may decide to emphasize some of
these subfields and t de-emphasi others. Hence, even faculty working in
intradiseiplinary subfields May be subject to deiartmental'prejudices when
being considered for advancement..

In some cases, departments will encourage faculty efforts whichare
interdisciplinary,in nature. Therefore, while persons working in an
interdisciplinary field often may be cutting themAlves off from a/l.chances
for promotion, alternatively they may actually be improving those chances
if the department recognizes this as a significant direCtion in which to

move. Unfortunately, the latter situation'is much less common and much more

. subject to the whims of the dpeartment and to changes in administration.

-4'

Memorandum 9:1
6

.,,

1--"

As per.your request of October 3, 1974, I reviewed the papers by Robert

.
Straus and: Sidney ernberg and have pr pared a brief commentary on theme

s - '

.16
Firom T. D. Larson Professor of Engineering and, Director of the

'Pennsylvania Transpor ation Institute, October 25, 1974.
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The papers under consideration were of particular interest to me
since I have had seven years of intensive involvement with IDR (interdisci-
plinary research). 'However, even with this long time interest and a -Jery
considerable amount of study of this matter, I am not competent to judge
the accuracy of the broad contentions made by the authors that society .

is demanding IDR and that departments are road blocks to the needed change.

First side stepping these sweeping assertions and turning to the
personal level, I must say that my involvement with IDR here at Penn State
has been a very rewarding experience and that my contacts with departments
and colleges have been almostluniformly positive. However, this affirmative
reaction may be misleading in _the terms of my own career. It is my judgment;
at this point, that IDR 4nvolvement has not been the optimum type of
experience for one who has aspired to be department head, dean, etc., i.e.,
the traditional university administration career path. On the negative side,
I must also confess thatplave heard 'department headeat Penn lAtate say
that "by definition" all intercollege efforts are "less iigorons than
those of the traditional departments:

Going beyond the personal level and looking.at our experience as an
institute, I must confess that the assembling of senior speCialists who
then solve major problems (like the alfalfa weevil case cited by Sternberg).
is not our usual modus operandi. We have, however, hadconsiderable success

, in using students from' arious discipline's who work Under a professor.
(projecedirector) who is committed to the interdisciplinary research
process, but who is, lin fact, basically a disciplinarian hisigelf. I have
remarked on many occasions 'that while we havedone some excellent research
perhaps our -greatest contribution has not been in solving the world's
problems through IDR, but rather in training students (PhD candidates in
most cases) to work in a productive interdisCiplinary fashion. If-this is
true,-then, our IDR effort gets its best marks in education rather.than in
research!

Returning now to the papers, my most' significant_ criticisiA is that, they
,offer -so little by way of solution. Straus d ivers his polemic gaitst
departments, but departments are the fact of life and pressure him society

. will, -in-my opinion, not bring'about early c_ange. Sternberg points to the-
agriculture model, as-does everyone who wants to offer a solution toan
otharyise unanswerable problem, i.e., how to do research, interdisciplinary
ooniher, and have it delivered to the public. More time should. be -spent

perhaps in explaining the weaknesses of this model; that it is not'trans-
ferable tb any other cases that we knoW about!

;

Finally, if .I may take the liberty' of commenting on thePenn Stag IDR
system from an overallperspective, it appears that4we have' fashioned here
a workable system, in spite of the difficulties that these authors point up.
The architects.pf the Penn' State model have been Osborn, Zook, Cunningham',
Remick, et al., together with various.inStitUte-director's, department heads,
and deans. In other words, there has been a good deal of sharing, inter-,
disciplinary cooperation if you will, in solving the IDR problem. Key_elements
at Penn State are direct University fiscal support to institutes, tenured
position control bydepartments, good physical facilities for institutes,
administrative approbation, of IDR cooperation, and a positive state-government
attitude towards the interdisciplinary product. -I.feel that we have made

. 'progress that belies the doom saying of theserauthors.
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Memorandum 10:
17

In response to your request of October 3,!' I "have read.the papers
byttraus and Sternberg.- From them,. I infer tfhat the "recurring question"
on which you want our thoughts is: what is the appropriate role of
interdisciplinary majors, interdisciplinary research, and research
institiltes within the graduate program of f-a (this) university"? Or,

perhaps more challengingly: in an interdisciplinary world,.what is the
role of the traditional academic department?'0'Here are a few Comments
(that,don't come close to answering the question). 4

...

,
.

1. For most.people's best efforts) there is a. need for a focus, for
,

definition. This is true for"the s ent, and it is true for the
,

teacher-researcher. In general, tradi onal departmental structures
have provided this definition quite well.

.

2. There is a need for flexibility widt
-

out disorder. In general; the
.

non - traditional department's and majors look better on this score than

the traditional ones. They may be more experimental, they may be more
-forward-looking, they may be less concerned abou preservation of the
academic status quo. AV

3. Today's interdisciplinary field may be tomorrow'-s,traditional department.
There are many examples: biochemistry, biophysics,, chemical engineering,
geophysics, political science, educatiorial'psycholm, materials sences.
There is no reason to fear this kind of evolution. > But when one ig

cl

in a traditional discipline it often is hard to view objectively an
interdisciplinary effort that seems to be infringing on one's territory. t=
Unfortunately there also are instances in which an interdisciplinary
group seems to guard its territppry much too jealously.

..,e,

,4. Research institutes are very useful, particularly in applied' research
areas, because they can offer team-type responses to societal needs.
lley,usually do this more effectively than traditional departments, in
,which the,putting together of a research team among the faculty is a

slow and often unsuccessful effort. Withthe current emphasis on
solying problems of society, this means-that institutes are likely to
be the most effective fund-procurers for research. 'Thus they can
greatly aid the ,academic ends of the university if they are controlled
by facultx'having high standards. There are of course other types of
.institutes that are .just the opposite (:?f the type just' mentioned -.i.e.

essentially institutes for advanced study that' offer insulation' from .

/ societal needs, rather than fast respOnse to them. These institutes are

very valuable, but do not (as far as I know) cause the kinds of conflicts
. -

mentionedbelow. A,,

5. Diffigultiesarise when institutes begin to consider themse ves'as.more
than research organizations,. as more than places where people roue

themselves to do research. Reseqich institutes should not empt also to

be acadetic departments or interdisciplinary majors. This leads to a

confusion of purpose.

S

17-
From Howard R.,Palmer, Professor and Chairman of Fuel Science/ October 7,
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6. Thus in sum, m51 attitude is that we should encourage interdisciplinary

'academic effOrts both in research and instruction. However, we need NO
to realize that loyaltiesof faculty cannot h_split too many ways, or
they loSe the focus that is needed and is normally. provided by an
academic depi'rtment. Research ipstitutet are to be strongly encouraged
but.their purposes as specialized centers for research and scholarship
must be kept clearly in mind.' Institutes are not `to be confused with
academic disciplines. -

,

o

,-Memorandum; 11:18

Ilifind that I concur with the general ev uation of the status and
problems of interdisciplinary research within universities as expressed by
Straus and Sternberg'in theiypapers. However, I wish to make several
person'alvcomments,and elaborations.

404
.N.,,1

At Penn State after some trial and error a policy has evolved on the
, .

administration of interdisciplinary research units that requires that pro-
appointments and tenure must be through the_ isciplinary departments

in the colleges. Although thislimits and somewhat weakens the interdisci-
plinary centers and institutes, it is a compromise.that has distinct
advantages. Interdisciplinary centers generally are- focused upon some
current societal problem for which faculty and student interest may be
intense today, but may wane in the future. 'The policy of not making,
full-time, continuing, profssorial appointments in the interdisciplinary
research units-enables the University to expand or contract a center more'
readily, with tenured faculty with a joint-appOintment having a disciplinary
home to return to on a fal-tiMe basis. Further, requiring joint faculty

i
appointments provides greater assuranc that the, faculty member w 11 be ,

more closely in touch with the instructional and advising program Of the,

University, and thus, be better able to incorporate tire- results of his
research in normal instructional programs for wompt dissemination to
students. I think that this is a. worthy objective and helpd. ieep the

a.

research activities at leagi partially oriented towards students and r,
.

instructional programs.

Bused on my personal Observations, I would say that the parochialism
and reticence towards change ofl'some of the departments as.pointed,to by
Straus and ,Sterberg can be equally directed at the college level in certain
cases. Interdisciplinary programs. have far fewer problems with individual
departments where a dean is committed to the value of interdisciplinary

'cooperation, thin in those cases where the.dean iS not committed or is
opposed (either directly or-underhandedly).

a

3

18'
.. .

..,

-Fom F. J. Remick, Associate.,Professor of Nuclear-Engineering and
-AsSisiant Vice Ifiesident for Research and Graduite'Instruction. October 17, 1974.

. .
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The real solution toenhancing interdisciplinary academic programs is
top administrative commitment backed by thekadMinistrative, financial and
facility resources with which the interdisciplinary unit head, is in a position
to be heard and to bargain. (It is interebting,to note that at-this Univer-
sity we have a Dean of Libraries, but no Dean of Intercollege Programs.)
Resources which flow to the departments throngh the centers result in much
greater interdisciplinary cooperation than funds that flow directly to the
departInt with only indirect verbal e coutagement to cooperate. However,
it is,necessary to assure a balance. lose departmental ties and clo'se
administrative control help assure p t the centers and institutes do not
go their own way, using the resources to build autonomous em Tres. Although
grdater autonomy might better enable the units to respond to /society's needs
for immediate answers, there is greater ira that they might move away from .

the primary missions of a University, which are student focused.

Memorandum 12:
19

I agree with the central premise that universities, most particularly-
,

public-supported universities, have a mandate to generate research
applicable to the soiution of human problems mid to edpeate persons who

.

.can use research and theory in everyday real life problem,- solving. However,
- it seems to me that boeh Straus and Sternberg are over-reacting against
the academic-department and are not realizing some of the consequences or
\implications of theit proposed solutions or alternatives., .

The .(dr a) major reason for inter - disciplinary research (and teaching)
..is not to support policies of any national department or agency as Sterniverg

implies . 2). Nor is inter-disciPlinaryresearch the only possible
respons of a university omeet the problems created by change. Emphasis
on "k wing" rather than "searching'' (Straus, p. 896) is a criticism of

philosophy, not, of departmental organiiation. Stronger arguments
for inter-disciplinary or mult4- disciplinary research and teachil3g can be
made., Lessening the "power"of.dePartments may 'be useful in,some universities,_
but more so ,at other institutions' where departments have traditionally been
highly autonomous and jealous,of outside interference than at Penn State
where authority and 4iaponsibility have already been transferred to "higher"
levels.

In assessing the alternaiviks several factors must.be considered:

. 1. Any organizationalstructSretends to build-in self-maintenance-mechanisms.
This is as true of muiti-discipliriary institutes or centers'asit is of

',..
departments. Outworn organizational structures, like ad hoc committees, .

'find ways to extend-their life span beyond their original mandates,or
social usefulness.

2. ofessional or vocational standards, regurations, and requirements
op ate to maintain the status quo with more force than departments do.
.Accreditation (of,engineers, psychologists, etc.) may be resisted by a

o
,V

19
From Williar.M. Smith,Profassor of,Rural Sociology, October 22, 1974.
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multi-disciplinary oeinter-disciplinary set up but unless the outside
14 professional standards are met the products oP the system (graduates)

meet closed doors wherthey Seek employment in established fields.

3. The university education process conditions or socializes students and
; .

faculty to identification with a "discipline" or area of scholarly
study, seldom to a department. This is related to point 2 and has

r

always plagued univ

i
rsity admihistrators who must maintain a functioning

work force made u I of individuals whose.central commitments are outside
t e system. A chemist couldn't care less whether he "professes"
Chemistry t'n,one departmeht -or another as long as he, can gain the._
recognition of his peeys in chemistry. 'This motivation may evensover-
ride financislconsiderations. And professional organizations must.4 0be sold on institutes'or multi-disciplinary programs .if universities
are to prqmote them.. Incentives-on campus are less often the barriers.
to ID research than is the recognition of professional peers.

4. Participation in ID research is hindered by budgeting practices, not
necessarily related to departmental organization. With the current
stress on "accountability" this problem may increase. Where "outside!'
funds as "soft monies" are available faculty often find it difficult
to 'transfer funds'from,one department to another,or from one budgeting
category to another to meet.the needs.of the .ID situation.

5. The question of Who gets he credit ?" sometimes impedes ID efforts.
The supervisor may raise this question or the. faculty member himself,
eager for Beer recognition, may want to be sure that he is trot going
to be involved in a project for which_otherdW.11 receive the major
pay-off. Some ID divisions pick.the brains of traditional department
faculty, use the ideas, contacts or resources thus gathered to gain
funds or carry out programs, and 'then forget the source genesis of
their ideas.

404 -

6.0 Applying - esearch to social or public problem- solving without theory is
folly and wasteful in terms of resources sand results.' It is.difficat
for-the.ID structure (e:g.,*college) or for the person wor'kintin an ,

'ID fAEmewOrk to keep abreast of the several disciplines fnvoIved. The
arecourse then is to assume a trouble-Shooter, fire - extinguisher,

.

solutioq7giver role. Both research and teaching become watered &Own ot

and'the "customers" are left with no 'rtsourcds* -(principles, generaliza-
tions, theories) with which to tackle ensuing problem situations. ,_

7. . In addition to the factor, ofl.dentity or commitment mentioned in #3, 'ID
research or teaching demands a different level of4communication th'an
does research or teaching 'in one segmenboT a discipline. It makes an
economist. no less an "economist;' to be able to translate his concepts to
a businessman or to a psyclpfogist. But neither ID..iustitutes nor'
academic departments have tackled this. Even the CooperatiVe Extension
Service, Sternberg's model, had tended'toassume that a person can be-
re- conditioned after college graduation to be able" to communicate with
clientele. But this requires continuing 4-service .training (i.e.,
substituting "centers" for departments will have little chance'of success
unless effectiye communicators who are:probleth-centered.rather than

' discipline-oentered are .hired).

154
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- In conclusiongithere is a persona l note. The above reactions And
comments co6e from'about 40 years of experience in research, teaching, and
extension almost all in qn ID structure. Working with proKssional
colleagues 'from lither ditciplines is a salutary but often difficult task.

on&to question his own concepts, generalizations and,basic
premises. (It is parallel to W'oxking in another culture.) It.makes one.
workcon,tinually.on comqunication,-never taking it forogranted that the
:other team member completely understands. (At Cornell one ID team had two
years of discussion, before they could even formulate a research proposal.)

The experiences of the College of Human Development Vg?e and of Home
Economics onmany campuses are examples of the I dilemma. (To a lesser '

extent so is Agriculture.) Both areainter-digtrplinary or multi-dpciplina
in structue and orientation. Both include faculty with professignal
"identity" problems. Without strong administrative (financial) support they
have little "clout",or power in University aeasfon-making. Where certain,
departments or ID divisions have been effective over time ther ave usually
lifeen.evidences of Shared commitment to.program devglopment, eff tive
democratic leadership, nd/or competent faculty whOse
professional stature can withstand peer pressu and who can gain satis-
faction from the ocess of helping people solve their own problems, from
applying theory ooractice,'or from the development of_ service programs.
At Penn State, it4eems to me,.before setting up more 'ID research (or
teaching) structures,a more direct'effort sbould be mad'' toward integrating
yrarioustparts of the university already functioning. Examples of the need
are numerous. They do not necessarily imply re-structuring departments
but they may require adm6Istrativesupport and mandate for continuous (not'
sporadic) work across various lines, (e.ge, Extension and,Continuing
Education; Healthlin Colleges of HPER, H 'DEV. and Agr.; Extension, Research
and R.I. in Agriculture; Recreation in Agr: and HPE & R.)

O L.
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. ANALYSIS AND'ILLUSTRATION

Twelve memoranda have beenquoted to provide a basis appraisal
.

.

of interrelationships among individuals and organizational structures

involved with research

practicable to.extract

bn a univers7ty campteL,, From these memoranda it is

topics which recur in discussions and,decisions

affecting'the administration of academic research.' The follow'ing pages.,

will be. devoted to this purposef They will, contain aL enumeration of
- . . .

\

--65Pics?r in "short- title': form, with illustrations, and expansions based on
1

V f

memoranda which have been quoted and on others which hitherto have not.

No attempt will be made to include all references in' all ametfioranda to

Where one reference expands, contztdicts, clarifies:yr other-any topic.

wise contributes to the significaspe of,another, both will be, noticed -.

subject, of course, to inadvertant oversight: Thkmemoranda_will not 4
"

used as if they Were understood ta-be ballots on an issue The Ipplicationf

!of balloting would be quite spurious.under the circumstances.
,

`.

This procedure necessitatts"interketation by an'individual of

statements of som5e complexity; for this reason it dannot produceia result
el

1..

for which the authors of the memoranda can be held responsible...The topics

themselves are subject to revision. They .are influenced, of course, .by the
\ .

emphases of the target articleg,-and°Might assume quite different forms in

s

other..contexts. They have at-least_atentative fegitimacy, howeVer, and

possibly more than casual utility. abbay appear below as headings of eight

summaiy sections,fas follows:

A. THE UNIVERSITYAND SOLUTION OF SOCIETAL PROBLEMS -
B. INTERDISCIPLINARY FORMS AND FUNCTIONS ,

C. AUTHORITY IN THE UNIVERSITY, CENTERS' OF INFLUENCE
D. DEPARTMENTS AND DISCIPLINES, FORMS AND FUNCTIONS

"E. THE PREROGATIVE OF. PROFESSORIAL ARPOINTMENT
F.. THE AGRICULTURAL MODEL ANb APPLIED RESEARCH
G. EQUILIBRIUM OF ADM ISTPATIVE POWERS
H. RESEARCH AND INSTRU ION.

-\
11E65



' A. THE UNIVERSITY AND SOLUTION OF SOCIETAL PROBLEMS -

c

In. Memo No.,1 above the author questions what he:calls the "first.

premise" of the Straus and Sternberg articles:-

that a University's overriding concern is of should
be- ,solving society's current, pressing problems, . . .

This premise prompts a number of comments throughout the correspondence. .

For purposes of definition they are divided below according to differences

of emphasis which they represent, interpreted in general statements (under-
:

lined), and illustrated by selective quotations from the memoranda. In

this instance the division 'is,in terms of the impact of the 'Ipremise" as it

affects -
r

1. The individual scientist -

- I

The ,scientist's value is dissipated if his services are required
4

for` problems which do ndt engage his particular expertise.

Memo No. 3 above: W.
. . the physics input required by interdisciplinary

*
research is often on the technician's level and does

tr.

,4,....,
not warrant faculty participation."

.

,

-'.,

2. The uniArsity as a whole - -,

. ta

The university is capable of societal initiatives of its own,.

". . . -internal changes within the University structure
. .

should be made. It is questionable, though, whether
these changes should'be made solely on the basi4 of
a changing society. It would be preferable if the'
universities could, in fact, effect changes whiCh
would permit them to be the origin of the basic

,,

attitudes and philosophies which brig about changes
-in our'society."20 ....

L From$C. Drew-Stahl, Pfbfessor and Chairman of Petroleumland Nat
Gas Engineering, October 3, 19114.

14,r
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3. Instructional programs -

Research in a university should have,an-instructional dimension.

Instruction in a university shdUld have potential for research.

"I am greatly concerned about the effort'to protect intellectually
inadequate students, and'its cost. I am experiencing this in
teaching an undergraduate course of nearly. 400 students who come from

,-over 30 majors."21 ,

4. Social and humanistic areas of'study

Consideration of university organization requires appropriate

regard fox all areas of university-activity.

"Sternberg is' geared, obviously, to think only in terms of therphysical,
environment. I would have thought that even the most naive critic- -
or perhaps 'interpreter' is a wiser word here- -of the,ills of America '

today was aware that there is as much, if not more, wrong with the
psychological environment than the physical. ... any rate,
Mr. Sternberg's thoughts have much to do with air pollution and nothing
to do with political or spiritual pollution,"22

5. Disciplinary.iden y-tit-

The academic disciplines' constitute, each in its kind, a stage of

human achievement; they should be subject to growth, 'and change, but not

to abandonment.

."I'm sure most
1
of us would,have some negative reaciiOns to'the concept

implied in Sternberg's article relating.to ptiority areas being
established at the national level and then individual scientists having
to bend to thosepriorities to gain funding. However, I think me must,
lierealistic and understand,that this will continue to happen to some

:extshf. Hopefully, over some reasonable period of tibt these
prioxities will have a relationshipto real needsand researchable-
problems. ,It isour responsibility as'a university and as individual
scientists to consider these-national priorities but Algo,'to be true.
to our branch of science.' In other words Lam Saying that federal
funding is a reality and we must learn how to deal with it. We must
not-allow the-federal funding areas to become the only (or even the
doniinant) force in dictating research emphasis."23

. :

21 ., ,

-- From Edward G. Buss, Piofessor'of Poultry Seience, October .30,.1974'

22
Frora. Lowell' L. Manfull, Associate Professor of Theatrg Arts, October 17, 1974.

-- iPFrom Billy 4.. Banmgardt, Professor of Anibal Nutrition and head oft--the
Department 01Animal 8citnce, -October ;29, 1974.; . .

%
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. INTERDISCIPLINARY FORMS.AND FUNCTIONS -

In Memo No. 7, above the,author, the director of a research institute,

offers a description of interdisciplinary research both as it might be

(as he would prefer to have it) and as...it usually is -

"in interdisciplinary research, propOsitions from several
disciplines' re blended together'to'form the hypotheses for
study. Only on rare occasions does this integration actually
take plade. More often the conceptual framework in team research
is a tossed'salad_of propositions--each construct maintaining its
identity with'the parent discipline. In this fatter,case, the '
chief benefit is coordination of the work so that all efforts are
directed toward the solution of a-common problem.",

This topic recurs throughout the correspondence. Summary dill again be by

- general interpretive Statements with illustration from memoranda. In

re,

this instance, however, division must be in terms of a variety of meanings of

the term interdisciplinary which are regarded as salient from the points of

view that are tepresented.

1. Attitudes toward interdisciplinary research-7
\.6

Interdsciplinary research has been and 'continues-to be a common-

t.

-place of' university experience.

N

itok'

"I don't knew' anyone who is opposed, to collaborative work across disciplines.'
,24

Ippartments and colleges pose no necessary threat td tnteVaisciplinary t-

collaboration.
,..

'

.

"I have never encountered an impediment to research because. it was interdisci -.
.

plinary.. Most, of wy research-involveS collaboration between the colleges of25
. Liberal Arts.and Science, and this fact has presented no problem whatsoever.

.1b
.,-, .

'24

. 25

: 1.414N

From Wank 'Clemente, Associate.Professor of Sociology, October 29, 1974. -

From Bennett Dyke 4ssociate Professor-of Anthrdpology,'October,8, 1974.
To a similar effect W. I. Thomas; PiT
active inthe College of Agriculture
Research: the following 'October 9.,

r of Agronomy, cites as currently
ch he is ASSociate Deani.for

61 research projects in whickp
'ortwo or mole departments.

, ,..

, 9 research projects in which two or more projept leaders belong to the. .

. faculties of different colleges'Wlthin therUniversity. . . .

55 -research projects involving cooperation
,Aion withntatutions in,. other states.

. ... /

leaders belong to faculties

168
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Interdisciplinary organizations may imply' managerial leverage.

"I grant the premise, that Interdisciplinary Regearch has -both potential
, and real merit. Nevertheless, it appears to me that in the wings

there i$-a bit of heavy handed pressure to accept IDR as the only
viable approach for Universities to follow. It is interesting that
the onlye'models' advanced by both Strads and4ternberg are in the
areas Ofsciense, specifically medicine and agriculture. I think
it is simplistic to generalize from these two areas to what we presently
Call a Universitr,despitethe fact that Uniirersities.haye been in the
forefront of developments in these areas,26

Special value does'not attach to interdisciplinarity per se, but-
*.

to interdisciplinarity under certain conditions.
416P .

. . . newly emerg ing fields may be appraised in terms. of the following 4
characteristics:

a. developments in the essential nature of the pertinent subject
matter,

,

b. shared need for expensive facilities,
c. patterns of demand by societ$f as indicated by availability of

employment and funding,
'2

d. ready strength in the major components of the new eixture as
they exist in the institution as atwhole,

a. a synergetic relationship between opportunities for research
and opportunities for graduate instruction."27

2. Interdisciplinarity and administrative structures

4

Interdisciplinary research is independent of administrative structures.

:'Research programs which cut across'departmental lines achieve success
through the voluntary associationof thf faculty members involved. . . .

Where research is.the.object, I doubt that a formal-Structure would
enhance this voluntaryassociation.., Such voluntary associations have
provided the needed opportunities, arid-to my knowledge have posed no
serious problems."ZS

2 -
rom Arthur W.'lleilman, Professor of Education, in charge of the

Graduate Program in Developmental and Remedial Reading, October,' 15, 1974.

.27
From.Rustum Roy, Professor'of the Solid State and Director of the Materia1ls

Research Laboratory:December 3, 1974..

28
From Kenneth Goodwin, Professor of Poultry Science, October 25, 1974.

-
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Interdisciplinary research requires appropriately structured

adtinistrative support.

programs"I agree that aa'hoc teams.do not work well.. . .interdisciplinary progr
,

4work best in an interdisciplinary coXlege.:129
.

, ---

'It is my experience thatinterdisciplinary programs Within a single
college have thabest potential.for.success.. This is particulagly evident
in colleges which are essentially interdisciplinary in nature; Such as .:

.
the College of Earth and Mineral Sciences."30

*-

3. The purposes of interdisciplinarity, -

Gross- disciplinary organizations may serve purposes other than research.

?
"Since the Laboratory Animal Respurces.Program performs a servile function it
differs from mpst 'Of- the other intercollege programs. However, 2
believe,, our experience with it is an excellent example of a necessary
University-wide cooperariveeffort that only can be accomplished at an
'intercpllege level."31 -

AO-I.-. ,

: .

Interdisciplinary research may or may. not be applied research;
.. . .

applied research may or may not_be interdisciplinary..gi -

, 77
-

"One of the papers thatorou forwarded toc;s4vaumes that interdisciplinary,

*research and, applied re, arch are one and the same. While I would agree
that much applied rese oh is interdisciplinary and must draw upon
expertise from a' variety of sources, thersiis applied research based
upon a single discipline.".32 .

"There are-of course other types of institues . . . - i.e. essentially
'institutes for advanced study that offer insulation from societal
needs, rather than fast°re4ponsd tthem." - (From Memo No. 10 above)

, -, e ,. _
. .4,,

"Sternberg is sedking solUtions to, operational problems Which I agree-often
,

require interdisciplinary groups and the team approach. I think this
sort of thing can be done on the University campus, but--it should not
be done, at the expense of not encouraging the basic disciplinej_to do .

basicaresearch. Furthermore, some problemsolving activity.ol .should
,

best be done elsewherethan on a university Campua."33 , 0 ''

29
prom Robert M. Griffin, Associate Professor of Environmental Planning and

ChairmanGraduate Program'in Regional Planning, November 4, 1974.
.

°From C. Drew,Stahi, Professor of Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering,
October 3, 1974. .

31 1 .

. From .Frederick G.. Ferguson, Assistant Professor and Director, Centralized
Hidlogical LaboratoryAb6tpber

r
26, 1974.

.1-

.
-.

.
_--

y
32

FromiMax.D. Alichards, professor o- Management and Assistant Dean.for
.

,
. .

Graduate Programs, College ofBusinesa Administration, OctOber-16, 1974.

33
From Paul 11.-Rigby, Professor of Business Administration and"Director,

.0enter for Research, *toter .2C, 1974. 11-7/1
, . 14.
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.C.' AUTHORITY IN THE UNIVERSITY, CENTERS OF, INFLUENCE -

In Memorandum No. 6 above the author makes a clear and unambiguous

statement of his opinion on where responsibility lies in the hierarchies

of universities -

",I believe th'at the admin ative officers of a. university should make ,

decisions,effecting the 1 e d,death of programs. If they are
', Unwilling to do,sd, or i thei ecord is bad, they should by replaced.
The making of decisions is what they have been trained (and.are paid)
to do." ,v...

*With regard to the creation an4 decomaiksioning_ of inter- or extra- collegial

60
,programs this opinion lady bd fairly widely shared. However, there is among _I

the, respondents a-variety,of attitudes with respect to the location of

,

effective authority for academic decisions.. In the following summary notes

no attempt will be.. made to,distinguish between, those who°regard authority
. , ,

with approval and those who regard it with disapproval orl'tuttality.

The-division will discriminate only the organizational loci'with which

c.
determinative power is associated; with individual's, departments, colleges,

central administrative offices, or with centers of influence external to the

-e

university.

1. The individual researcher,-

4

at

The scholat who declines..calaboration will have his wishes respected

In proportion to the degree of his success.

"There are some researchers who work independently and it is almost
impossible .to get them to'wOrk on an interdisciplinary projAt. I

think that the onlyway to, get effective work from these indi4iduais is
to let them work by .themselves, since even though funaing and other
directives were mandatory I question whether they would - effectively do

-interdisciplinary researich."34

* .

4F-rom W. I. Thomas, Professor of and Associate Dean for Research,

Dctpber 9, 1974.
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2. The depattments

In a large university departments have the critical organizational

magnitude at which self interest rand professional interest most nearly

coincide.
4 .

"I.aisagree ith Straus in the following respects: (i) I do not find the
changes likely during the next 15 years to be an extrapolation of those
of the past 15 years; in fact, I think they may very well represent a

4,401freturn to the pre-1960 position in many respects; (ii) I do not think
that contraction of higher eaudation need inv4i.re any threat'to academic'
standing or academic freedom; indeed it very likely will be conducive to

both, (iii) Although academic departments certainly evolve vith'time,
I see no great present need for radical revision, or evidence that the
departmental structure is dissolting, (iv) My own-experience is "that
the departmental structure has not acted to inhibit interdisciplinvy-
activitt, but the'contrary.P35

"For the past two years I have served as chairma of the graduate
instructional program in Solid State Science hete at Penn state. This
is the firstsand one of the largest Interdisciplinary programs, but the
chairman has almost no power. I cannot mak4 faculty appointments, and
Most department heads__ don't ask myiepinion when they make new4appointments
or grant tenure. We have survived because of the good will of two men:
the Director of the Materials Research.taboratory and' the Head of the
Materials. Science Department`. 'Other department heads have not cooperated,
and a few have been openly hostile, probably because.theysregard our-
iraduateprogram as competition for their.own.' The situation has gOwn
-worse during the past few years because of the competition for re-search
monky and student credit hours."36

"It seems to me that the makeup of interdi-S7ciplinary research teams needs-
change from time to time just as the makeup of a departmeneshould change :,
Therefore, why not build the organizational pattern around-the department'
concept but means of evaluating these organizations at least
every five years."37'

PI

Departmental structttes are reflected in andeinf6tced by national

professional associations.

. . .there is order and value in a stretchable departmaIll-system
if 'the 'fringes' are allowed to extend and the avea of activity allowed

35
From Frank A. Haight, Prof q Of_Statistics and TranEport ionl October 7, 1971

36
From Robert E. N ham; Professor of Solid State Science, October 24, 1974.

37
Billy R.,Baumgardt, see note 23 above.
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